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a most precious resource, and we must there­
fore learn to preserve it, to make the best 
use of it for our needs, and to transfer it 
from areas where there is an abundance of 
water to areas where it is in short supply. 

Let me cite to you a few facts. In the past 
60 years the estimated daily use of water 
for all purposes has risen from 530 gallons 
to 1,600 gallons per person. Experts fore­
cast this will rise to 2,200 gallons per person 
by 1975. Back in 1900, our total daily use of 
water for the entire Nation amounted to 
about 40 billion gallons. By 1958 this rose to 
265 billion gallons, and it is estimated that by 
1980 it will reach about 600 billion gallons. 
How much is 600 billion gallons? It is 60 
times the average daily flow of the Hudson 
River at New York City. 

In addition to flood control and water 
conservation, we must not overlook another 
very important factor-soil erosion. Ram­
paging rivers and swollen streams wash away 
thousands of tons of good topsoil from our 
farms, and this constitutes a type of destruc­
tion which is no less tragic. When all of this 
is taken together-the loss of soil, the loos 
of water resources so badly needed for urban 
and agricultural use, the destruction of prop­
erty and often also of many lives-we can 
readily see what a staggering loss it con­
stitutes for many sections of our country. 
Measured against the savings in property 
loss, and the benefits in recreational uses, 
fishing opportunities, and other benefits, the 
cost to the Government of projects such as 
the West Thompson Dam is indeed small. 

I am glad that the people of this area 
have become aware of this problem and 
have had the vision and the foresight to 
take action to remedy this situation. All 
of us have a responsibility to cooperate in 
the effort to conserve our land and water 
resources. These resources constitute a basic 
heritage handed down to us, and it is our 
solemn obligation to preserve them for fu­
ture generations. 

In a recent statement on conservation and 
natural resources, President Johnson spoke 
of water, especially clear water, as being "a 
Nation's real treasure." He then added this 
observation: 

"If future generations are to remember 
us more with gratitude than with sorrow, 
we must achieve more than just the miracles 
of technology. We must also leave them a 
glimpse of the world as God really made it, 
not just as it looked when we got through 
with it." 

I feel sure that future generations will not 
only remember us with gratitude, but will 
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The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God of light and love-Thou who 
art the source and satisfaction of the 
deepest desires of our restless hearts­
in this age obsessed with the explora­
tion of outer space and what its secrets 
may hold, teach us that the true knowl­
edge of Thee is hidden within us. 

Thou hast not left thyself without 
witnes~ in Thy world. Wherever truth 

bless us for having built this dam and pre­
serving our resources. The West Thompson 
Dam is nearly a half mile long, 70 feet high, 
and is costing the Federal Government about 
$6.5 million. It has been under construction 
for the past two and a half years. Now that 
we have reached its completion, we know 
that we have also reached a significant mile­
stone in the annal!'! of northeastern Con­
necticut. The dangers of flooding have been 
substantially reduced. Our towns, villages, 
and farmlands are much safer today. Our 
land and water resources will be a blessing 
and will provide us with the bounty of our 
land, instead of being a source of devastation 
and destruction. 

I rejoice in the fact that today we can all 
be proud of a job well done. This is a day 
in our lives when we can truly say to our 
people, especially to our younger generation: 
"Your heritage is secure. The bounty of our 
land is preserved." This dam that we have 
erected is not only a marvel of modern tech­
nology-it is a great bulwark for the safety 
of life and property. 

And let me mention one other problem of 
water which has become quite serious in 
reoent years. I refer, of course, to water 
pollution. There is no need for me to tell 
this audien~e about our urgent need for 
clean water and for control of pollution of 
our rivers, streams, ponds, wells, and other 
water resources. We are faced with a most 
difficult problem. On the one hand, our 
population is constantly expanding and as 
a result we have an increasing demand for 
fresh water supplies; on the ather hand, our 
industries are growing and as a result the 
volume of waste is also increasing. 

OUr problem today is not a shortage of 
water in terms of total needs measured 
against total supplies. It is more a question 
of distribution, and of preserving and clean­
ing up sources which we have rendered use­
less through misuse. It is a crime the way 
in which we have permitted our streams 
and rivers to become almost open sewers. 
We should be appalled at the filth that is 
daily dumped into the beautiful streams 
that course through the woodlands, past our 
towns and cities and on toward the oceans. 
Most of our major streams are so saturated 
with pollution of industrial and municipal 
wastes that one has to have a strong stomach 
to even come near them-let alone to use 
them for any recreational activity. 

We are well aware of the enormity of the 
problem of pollution. We all know the fac­
tors contributing to it. Unfortunately, we 
have not yet been able to completely solve 

speaks Thy voice is heard. In the lure 
of the lovely anywhere, everywhere, we 
touch the hem of Thy garment vast and 
white. 

Even in the midst of traitorous denials 
which barter the highest with a be­
trayer's kiss, and the surrenders to the 
lowest which blight the deeds of men, we 
sense Thy eternal presence in the brave 
and generous attitudes of those who 
share with us the decisions to choose 
the blessing or the curse-life or death. 

Thou givest us the divine option of 
taking the road that leads to blessing 
and life rich and abundant. As we sur­
vey the crying needs of our common 
humanity may we heed the supreme 
teaching of the Master of Life that 
strength stored for selfish ends evapo­
rates, and that strength poured selflessly 
for others is multiplied as the giver gains 
the strength of 10 because his heart is 
pure. 

the problem or to cope with it satisfactorily. 
It will still ' require a great deal of time, 
money, effort, research, and considerable pa­
tience before we can master this problem. 
Pollution has become a serious national prob­
lem, and may even increase in the years 
ahead before we are able to gain control over 
it. 

We know that water is essential to all 
animal and plant life-but it is equally im­
portant to industrial and economic growth. 
Let me give you an idea of what water means 
to industry. In 1954 the principal water­
consuming industries--steel, petroleum, and 
the like--used some 21 billion gallons per 
day. In 1959 it rose to 30 billion gallons, 
and by 1980 it will be over 50 billion gallons 
of water per day. 

Several days ago I had a conference in my 
office with officials from the U.S. Department 
of the Interior regarding the Government's 
programs in water conservation and waiter 
desalinization. One high offi.oial-an Assist­
ant Secretary of the Department-told me 
of a visit he made to Europe last year to 
study their rivers and water problems. He 
found that the waters of the Rhine River, 
which has been used for many years as a 
main navi~ational artery in Europe, run al­
must pure-so good, in fact, that people 
dip the waters from the river and use them as 
such without fear of becoming sick. 

We must have a greater awareness in this 
Nation of the value of our water resources. 
We must reclaim the rivers and streams we 
have lost through pollution and return them 
to useable purposes. We owe this to our 
children and to future generations. 

In conclusion, I want to express our deep 
appreciation to ·the Army Corps of Engineers 
and to the many fine men of the corps who 
worked hard to make this project-this 
dream of ours-a reality. We thank them 
for the many long hours they have put into 
it, their devotion, and the outstanding job 
for which they can feel justly proud. They 
have not only helped to preserve our re­
sources, but also the beauty of our land and 
the safety of the inhabitants of this entire 
region and their dwelling places. 

About 100 years a~ the great New England 
philosopher Henry David Thoreau gazed up­
on the beauty of America, its bounty and 
its resources, and he wrote: 

"It is a noble country where · we dwell, fit 
for a stalwart ra~e." 

Let us keep it that way. Let us preserve 
its bounty and its resow-ces so that those 
Who come after us will remember us with 
gratitude. 

We ask it in the name of the Holiest 
among the Holy who came not to be 
ministered unto but to minister. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
October 5, 1965, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

MessD,ges in writing from the Presi­
dent of the United States were commu­
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one 
of his secretaries. 

REPORT ON SPECIAL INTERNA­
TIONAL EXHffiiTIONS-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be­
fore the Senate the following message 
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from the President of the Un1ted States, 
which, with the ·accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am transmitting the Second Annual 

Report on Special International Exhibi­
tions, for the fiscal year 1964, pursuant 
to section 108(b) of Public Law 87-256, 
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex­
change Act of 1961. 

This program is designed to reveal to 
peoples abroad the true nature and 
broad extent of our economic, social, and 
cultural attainments. These exhibitions 
are also designed to advance mutually 
profitable trade relationships. 

This American know-how is presented 
to show how it harmonizes with the host 
country's own aspirations and capabili­
ties. This is done by presenting major 
U.S. exhibitions at selected international 
fairs and expositions, or as special events, 
in support of American foreign-policy 
objectives. 

This program concentrates mainly in 
Eastern Europe and the developing 
countries. Hundreds of American busi­
ness and industrial firms, private institu­
tions, and individuals cooperated with 
Government agencies and contributed 
materials, time, and talent to help insure 
the success of these exhibitions. 

For people who yearn to learn more 
about us, the American pavilion is like 
a large picture window through which 
they can look and see for themselves. 
The steady stream of young and old, from 
all walks of life, flocking to our exhibi­
tions to improve their knowledge of what 
America is and means is a sight not easily 
forgotten. 

These exhibitions are a vital adjunct 
to our country's unceasing pursuit of 
peace, freedom, and human dignity for 
men everyWhere. I am gratified by the 
support the Congress has given this pro­
gram since it began a decade ago. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, October 6, 1965. 

REPORT ON INTERNATIONAL EDU­
CATIONAL AND CULTURAL EX­
CHANGE PROGRAM-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 

before the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
which, with the accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on For­
eign Relations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to the provisions of the Mu­

tual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act of 1961 <Public Law 87-256), I am 
transmitting the annual report on the 
international educational and cultural 
exchange program for the fiscal year 
1964. 

This report suggests something of the 
experience of life in other lands which 
students, teachers, professors, lecturers, 
research scholars, performing artists, 
athletes and coaches, foreign leaders, 
writers, judges, doctors--indeed the 
whole company of the adventurous, the 
skilled, the searching-have shared with 

their counterparts abroad, since the ex­
change programs began two decades ago. 

In those 20 years they have become an 
established part of our commitment to 
international understanding. That com­
mitment is expressed through congres­
sional action, through the voluntary ef­
forts of thousands of individual citizens, 
through our universities and colleges, 
and through national and local com­
munity organizations all across the 
country. 

I commend the report to the thought­
ful scrutiny of the Congress. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HousE, October 6, 1965. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be­

fore the Senate messages from the Presi­
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com­
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
be permitted to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object, a request has been 
made that the minority oppose the re­
quest. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob­
jection is heard. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the Senate, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stands in recess until 11 o'clock tomor­
row. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM THURS­
DAY TO FRIDAY-ORDER OF 

.BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent-and this request 
has been cleared with the distinguished 
minority leader-that when the Senate 
completes its business tomorrow, it stand 
in recess untilll o'clock Friday morning. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the vote on 
the motion to table, which I have an­
nounced I shall make on Friday, take 
place at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object-and there will 
be no objection--

Mr. MANSFIELD. It has been cleared. 
Mr. KUCHEL. It is implicit in the 

Senator's request that he will obtain the 
floor in order to make that motion? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. · 

Mr. KUCHEL. I ' thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­

out objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

have not cleared this request with the 
distinguished minority leader, but on my 
own responsibility, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the time on Friday after the 
prayer and the disposition of the Jour­
nal, be equally divided between the mi­
nority leader, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] and the majority leader. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Will the Senator in­
clude in his unanimous-consent request 
the further provision that the time under 
the control of both will not be affected 
by the rule against more than two 
speeches on the same day? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I shall be glad to 
include that in the request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I do not 
quite understand what is going on. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announced yes­
terday that I would make a motion to 
table. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. A motion to 
table is not debatable, as I understand. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
How.ever, I wished to give each side an 
equal allotment of time before the mo­
tion was made on Friday, with the pro­
vision that the last 10 minutes before the 
motion was made be divided equally be­
tween the distinguished minority leader, 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
and myself, at the expiration of which 
time I shall make the motion to table. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have no ob­
jection to the Senator's making the mo­
tion, but as to the time involved, I hope 
the Senator will delay making his pres­
ent request until we can discuss the mat­
ter with the minority leader. I believe 
we shall be able to clear it with the mi­
nority leader, if the Senator from Mon­
tana will delay making his request for a 
few minutes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very well. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not 

understand the implications of the sit­
uation at the moment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There are no 
implications. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Of course, 
nothing insidious is involved. I under­
stand that. However, I should like to 
clear the situation with the minority 
leader. I would appreciate it if the ma­
jority leader would make his request a 
little later. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is a reason­
able request. I withdraw that portion 
of the request which is now pending, 
until a later time. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I under­
stand, no time was set for the beginning 
of these remarks in the Senator's re­
quest. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. The time 
was to begin at the conclusion of the 
prayer and the disposition of the Jour­
nal. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. I am not dis­
posed to take a position one way or 
another on the Senator's request. I re-
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quest I should like to have it cleared with 
the minority leader and to have it 
cleared up in my own mind., I ·should 
like to fully understand the request. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is perfectly 
all right. I shall clear it with the mi­
nority leader. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may transact routine morning business, 
and that statements in connection there­
with be limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

HOSPITALIZATION OF PRESIDENT 
JOHNSON 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
President Johnson has done everything 
possible to spare the concern of the Na­
tion and the world of his need for sur­
gery. Nevertheless, the news that he will 
enter the hospital ·for a major operation 
on Friday still comes as a distinct shock 
to all of us. 

It is most gratifying to learn that he 
will not be incapacitated for any great 
length of time and that there is every 
reason to expect a prompt and complete 
.recovery. I spoke with him on the phone 
last night and again this morning and 
can advise the Senate that his attitude 
is excellent and most reassuring. 

Every Member of the Senate, the peo­
ple of the Nation, and millions through­
out the world, however, will share with 
me the anxiety of the next few days. 
The President's condition will occupy 
our thoughts at all times. He has our 
prayers and good wishes. He can take 
comfort in knowing that in this period of 
his difficulty we are united in our con­
cern for his personal welfare and we are 
united in our hope that he will have a 
rapid and thorough recovery. That is 
the foremost consideration in our hearts 
and minds at this time. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen­

ator from California. 
Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator expresses 

the profound feelings and prayers of the 
American people. Surely no words need 
be uttered here that his eloquent state­
ment is reechoed in the hearts of all his 
fellow Senators. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the 
statement of the Senator from Califor­
nia. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

PLAN FOR WORKS OF !MPROVEliiiENT IN 
WISCONSIN 

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the 
Budget, Executive Office of the · President, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a plan for 
works of improvement on Plain-Honey 

Creek, Wis. (with an accompanying docu­
ment); to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 
CLARIFICATION OF REEMPLOYMENT PROVISIONS 

OF UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAINING AND SERV­
ICE ACT 

A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend and clarify the reemployment pro­
visions of the Universal Military Training 
a nd Service Aot, and fo r other purposes 
(With accompanying papers); to the Com­
mittee on Armed Services. 

REPORT ON MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, Am 
NATIONAL GUARD 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre ... 
tary of Defense (Properties and Installa­
tions), transmitting, pursuant to law, a re­
port on military construction, Air National 
Guard (With an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

FEDERAL SAVINGS BANK ACT 

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board, Washington, D.C., trans­
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to au­
thorize the establishment of Federal mutual 
savings banks (With accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

REPORT OF FOREIGN CLAIMS SETTLEMENT 

COMMISSION 

A letter from the Chairman, Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission of the United 
States, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report of that Commission, 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1964 (With 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 
REPORT ON CONTRACTS NEGOTIATED FOR EX­

PERIMENTAL, DEVELOPMENTAL, OR RESEARCH 
WORK 

A letter :f:tom the Administrator, General 
Services Administration, Washington, D.C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
contracts negotiated for experimental, devel­
opmental, or research work, for the 6-month 
period ended June 30, 1964 (with an accom­
panying report) ; to the Committee on Gov­
ernment Operations. 

REPORTS OF ACTING COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on improvements to 
be made in administration of employee travel, 
Veterans' Administration, dated September 
1965 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on additional income 
possible by obtaining more equitable rates 
of interest on U.S.-owned foreign currencies, 
Treasury Department, Department of State, 
and Agency for International Development, 
dated September 1965 (With an accompany­
ing report); to the Committee on Govern­
ment Operations. 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on potential savings 
through use of an oversupply of stabilator 
assemblies for F-4 aircraft, Department of 
the Navy, dated September 1965 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on costs incurred in 
procuring Madrec eleotronic system com­
ponents manufactured by Midwestern In­
struments, Inc., from Lockheed Georgia Co., 
Department of the Air Force, dated Septem­
ber 1965 (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen­
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur­
suant to law, a report on need for improved 

administration of allowances paid for uni­
forms of cadets in the Reserve Officers' Train­
ing Corps, Departments of the Army and the 
Air Force, dated September 1965 (with an ac­
companying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 
REPORT OF FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INC. 

A letter from the Commissioner, Federal 
Prison Industries, Jnc., Department of Jus­
tice, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pursu­
ant to law, a report of that organization, for 
the fiscal year 1965 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting temporary 
admission into the United States of certain 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 

Two letters from the Commissioner, Im­
migration and Naturalization Service, De­
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta­
tion of certain aliens, together with a state­
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions 
of law pertaining to each alien, and the rea­
sons for ordering such suspension (with ac­
companying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN DEFECTOR ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of orders entered granting admission 
into the United States of certain defector 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, ·Department 
of ~ustice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
cop1es of orders relating to adjustment of 
status of certain aliens (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS To ACCORD FIRST PREFERENCE 
STATUS TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra­
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
petitions to accord first preference status to 
certain aliens (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS 

A letter from the Chairman, National 
Council on the Arts, Washington, D.C., trans­
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that 
Council, for 1964-65 (with an accompany­
ing report); to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. · 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF 
KENTUCKY LEGISLATURE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be­
fore the Senate a concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of the State of Ken­
tucky; which was referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 8 
Concurrent resolution applying to the Con­

gress to call a convention for the purpose 
of proposing an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States 
Be it resolved by the Senate of the Com­

monwealth of Kentucky (the House of Rep­
resentatives concurring therein.), That the 
general assembly respectfully applies to j;he 



26074 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE October 6, 1965 
Congress of the United States to call a con­
vention for the purpose of proposing· the fol­
lowing article as an amendment to the Con­
stitution of the United States. 

"ARTICLE -
"SECTION 1. Nothing in this Constitution 

shall prohibit any State which shall have a 
bicameral legislature from apportioning the 
membership of one house of such legislature 
on factors other than population, provided 
that the plan of such apportionment shall 
have been submitted to and approved by a 
·vote of the electorate of that State. 

"SEC. 2. Nothing in this Constitution shall 
restrict or limit a State in its determination 
of how membership of governing bodies of its 
subordinate units shall be apportioned. 

"SEC. 3. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis­
latures of three-fourths of the S>:JVeral States 
within 7 years from the date of its submis­
sion to the States by the Congress"; Be it 
further 

Resolved, That a duly attested copy of this 
resolution be immediately transmitted to the 
Secretary of the Senate of the United States, 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
of the United States and to each Member 
of the Congress from this State. 

HARRY LEE WATERFIELD, 
President of the Senate. 

SHELBY McCALLUM, 
Speaker, House of Representatives. 

Attest: 
JoHN W. WILLIS, 

Chief Clerk of Senate. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARTLETT (for himself and 
Mr. GRUENING) : 

s. 2603. A bill for the relief of James R. 
Kemp; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART: 
s. 2604. A bill for the relief of Marcelo 

Canlas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. INOUYE: 

s. 2605. A bill for the relief of Herminia 
F. Tambaoan; to the Coinmlttee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
s. 2606. A bill for the relief of Box Elder 

County School District, Utah; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
s. 2607. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Machi 

Miyake; and 
s. 2608. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Kameo 

Kaneshiro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
s. 2609. A bill to amend section 302 of 

the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 
to broaden the permissible uses of trust 
funds to which employers contribute, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the fol­
lowing bills of the Senate: 

S. 322. An act for the relief of Choy-Sim 
Mah; 

S. 611. An act for the relief of certain em­
ployees of the Mount Edgecumbe Boarding 
School, Alaska; 

S. 779. An act for the relief of Henryka 
Lyska; 

S. 903. An act to amend the Communica­
tions Act of 1934, as amended, with respect 
to painting, illumination, and dismantle­
ment of radio towers; 

S. 1012. An act for the relief of Dr. Otto F. 
Kern berg; 

S. 1397. An act for the relief of Vasileos 
Koutsougeanopoulos; 

S. 1775. An act for the relief of Erich Gans­
muller; 

S. 1873. An act for the relief of Mrs. Clara 
W. Dollar; and 

S. 2273. An act to render immune from 
seizure under judicial. process certain objects 
of cultural significance imported into the 
United States for temporary display or ex­
.hibition, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 2118) to 
amend sections 9 and 37 of the Shipping 
Act, 1916, and subsection 0 of the Ship 
Mortgage Act, 1920, with an amendment, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the bill (S. 1516) 
to amend the Federal Property and Ad­
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, so as to authorize the Admin­
istra:tor of General Services to enter in­
to contracts for the inspection, mainte­
nance, and repair of fixed equipment in 
federally owned buildings for periods not 
to exceed 5 years, and for other purposes, 
with amendments, in which it requested 
the concurrence of ·the Senate. 

The message also announced , that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H.R. 9247. An act to provide for partici­
pation of the United States in the HemisFair 
1968 Exposition to be held at San Antonio, 
Tex., in 1968, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 10238. An act to provide labor stand­
ards for certain persons employed by Federal 
contractors to furnish services to Federal 
agencies, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed ·to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 7059) to 
amend the act of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 
724; 20 U.S.C. 79-79(e)), to authorize 
such appropriations to the Smithsonian 
Institution as are necessary in carrying 
out its functions under said act, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 
· H.R. 969. An act to authorize redetermina­

tion under the Civil Service Retirement Act 
of annuities of certain reemployed annui­
tants; 

H.R. 1240. An act for the relief of Harry 
c. Engle; 

H.R. 1317. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a mass spectrometer which was im­
ported during May 1963 for the use of Stan­
ford University, Stanford, Calif.; 

H.R. 1386. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the use 
of Pomona College; 

H.R. 1582. An act to remove a restriction 
on certain real property heretofore conveyed 
to the State of California; 

H.R.1781. An act to amend section 113(a) 
'of title 28, United States Code, to provide 
that Federal District Court for the Eastern 
·District of North Carolina shall be held at 
Clinton; 

H.R. 2627. An act for the relief of certain 
classes of civilian employees of naval instal-

lations erroneously in receipt of certain 
wages due to misinterpretation of certain 
personnel instructions; 

H.R. 2565. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the 
use of the University of Chicago; 

H.R. 2653. An act to provide that the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Connecticut 
shall also be held at New London, Conn.; 

H.R. 3126. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the Uni­
versity of Washington; 

H.R. 3689. An act for the relief of Juanita 
Cereguine de Burgh; 

H.R. 3875. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Panagiota Vastakis and Soteros Vastakis; 

H.R. 3905. An act for the relief of Bibi Dal­
jeet Kaur; 

H .R. 4743. An act for the relief of Ralph 
Tigno Edquid; 

H.R. 4832. An act to provide for · the free 
entry of a mass spectrometer for the use of 
Saint Louis University; 

H.R. 4911. An act for the relief of Lt. Col. 
Jack F. Orend; 

H.R. 5213. An act for the relief of Wins;ton 
Lloyd McKay; 

H.R. 5217. An act to permit the vessel Little 
Nancy to be documented for use in the coast­
wise trade; 

H.R. 5973. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Hower; 

H.R. 6590. An act for · the relief of Arthur 
Hill; 

H.R. 6655. An act for the relief of Pieter 
Cornelis Metzelaar; 

H.R. 6666. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a 90-centimeter split-pole magnetic 
spectrograph system with orange-peel inter­
nal conversion spectrometer attached for the 
use of the University of Pittsburgh; 

H .R. 6720. An act for the relief of Ping:. 
KwanFong; 

H.R. 6906. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer and one split 
pole spectrograph for the use of the Univer­
sity of Rochester, Rochester, N.Y.; 

H.R. 7169. An act to amend the Securities 
Act of 1933 with respect to certain registra­
tion fees; 

H.R. 7446. An act for the relief of certain 
civilian employees and former civilian em­
ployees of the Department of the Navy at 
the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Va.; 

H.R. 7667. An act for the relief of Donald 
F. Farrell; 

H.R. 7919. An act to provide for the estab­
lishment of the Roger Williams National Me­
morial in the city of Providence, R.I., and for 
other purposes; 

H .R. 8135. An act for the relief of Jennifer 
Rebecca Siegel; 

H.R. 8232. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer-gas chro­
matograph for the use of Oklahoma State 
University, Stillwater, Okla.; 

H.R. 8272. An act to provide for the free 
entry of an isotope separator for the use of 
Princeton University, Princeton, N.J.; 

H.R. 8829. An act for the relief of S. Sgt. 
Robert E. Martin, U.S. Air Force (retired); 

H.R. 9495. An act to increase the appro­
priation authorization for the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Memorial Commission, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 9903. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one multigap magnetic spectrograph 
for the use of Yale University; 

H.R. 10198. An act to am.end the require­
ments relating to lumber under the Ship­
ping Act, 1916; 

H.R. 10327. An act to require operators of 
ocean cruises by water between the United 
States, its possessions and territories, and 
foreign countries to file evidence of finan­
cial security and other information; 

H.R. 10338. An act for the relief of Joseph 
·B. Stevens; 

H.R. 10403. An act for the relief of Edward 
F. Murzyn and Edward J. O'Brien; 
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H.R. 10405. An act for the relief of Col. 

Donald J. M. Blakeslee and Lt. Col. Robert 
E. Wayne, U.S. Air Force; 

H.R. 10612. An act for the relief of Capi­
tal Transit Lines, Inc., of Salem, Oreg.; 

H.R. 10774. An act to amend section 302 of 
the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 
to broaden the permissible uses of trust funds 
to which employers contribute, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 10779. An act to authorize the Pharr 
Municipal Bridge Corp. to construct, main­
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the Rio 
Grande near Pharr, Tex.; 

H.R. 10878. An act for the relief of An­
derson G. Matsler, senior roaster sergeant, 
U.S. Air Force, retired; 

H.R. 11029. An act relating to the tariff 
treatment of certain woven fabrics; 

H.R. 11096. An act to authorize the disposal 
of graphite, quartz crystals, and lump 
steatite talc from the national stockpile or 
the supplemental stockpile, or both; and 

H.R. 11303. An act to amend section 18 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act, as amended. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu­
tion: 

s. 306. An act to amend the Clean Air Act 
to require standards for controlling the 
emission of pollutants from certain motor 
vehicles, to authorize a research and devel­
opment program with respect to solid-waste 
disposal, and for other purposes; 

S. 322. An act for the relief of Choy-Sim 
Mah; 

S. 611. An a·ct for the relief of certain em­
ployees of the Mount Edgecumbe Boarding 
School, Alaska; 

S. 779. An act for the relief of Henryka 
Lyska; 

S. 903. An act to amend the Communica­
tions Act of 1934, as amended, with respect 
to painting, illumination, and dismantlement 
of radio towers; 

S. 1012. An act for the relief of Dr. Otto 
F. Kernberg; 

S. 1397. An act for the relief of Vasileos 
Koutsougeanopoulos; 

S. 1576. An act to amend the act of May 
17, 1954 (68 Stat. 98), as amende<i, providing 
for the construction of the Jefferson Na­
tional Expansion Memorial at the site of old 
St. Louis, Mo., and for other purposes; 

S.1689. An act to amend paragraph (a) 
of the act of March 4, 1913, as amended by 
the act of January 31, 1931 (16 U.S.C. 502); 

S. 1775. An act for the relief of Erich 
Gansmuller; 

S. 1856. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to sell uniform clothing to the 
Naval Sea Cadet Corps; 

S. 1873. An act for the rel1ef of Mrs. Clara 
W. Dollar; 

S. 2273. An act to render immune from 
seizure under judicial process certain objects 
of cultural significance imported into the 
United States for temporary display or ex­
hibition, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 724. ·An act to authorize the transfer 
of certain Canal Zone prisoners to the cus­
tody of the Attorney General; 

H.R. 3045. An act to authorize certain 
members of the Armed Forces to aooept and 
wear decorations of certain foreign nations; 

H.R. 5665. An act to authorize disbursing 
officers of the Armed Forces to advance 
funds to members of an armed force of a 
friendly foreign nation, and for other pur­
poses; 

H.R. 6165. An act to repeal 'section 165 of 
the Revised Statutes relating to the appoint­
ment of women to clerkshlps in the execu­
tive departments; 

H.R. 7329. An act to provide for the con­
veyance of certain real property of the United 
States to the city of San Diego, Calif.; 

H.R. 9336. An act to amend title V of the 
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949 
relating to certain claims against the Gov­
ernment of Cuba; 

H.R. 9975. An act to authorize the ship­
ment, at Government expense, to, from, and 
within the Unl:ted States and between over­
sea areas of privately owned vehicles of de­
ceased or missing personnel, and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 10234. An act to amend section 1085 
of title 10, United States Code, to eliminate 
the reimbursement procedure required 
among the medical facilities of the Armed 
Forces under the jurisdiction of the m1litary 
departments; 

H.R.10871. An act making appropriations 
for Foreign Assistance and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and 
for other purposes; and 

S.J. Res. 69. Joint resolution to authorize 
the Architect of the Capitol to construct the 
third Library of Congress building in square 
732 in the District of Columbia to be named 
the James Madison Memorial Building and 
to contain a Madison Memorial Hall, and for 
other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED 
ON CALENDAR 

The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred or 
placed on the calendar, as indicated: 

H.R. 969. An act to authorize redetermi­
nation under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of annuities of certian reemployed an­
nuitants; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

H.R. 1240. An act for the relief of Harry 
C. Engle; 

H.R. 1781. An act to amend section 113 (a) 
of title 28, United States Code, to provide 
that Federal District Court for the Eastern 
District of North Carolina shall be held at 
Clinton; 

H.R. 2627. An act for the relief of certain 
classes of civ111an employees of naval in­
stallations erroneously in receipt of certain 
wages due to misinterpretation of certain 
personnel instructions; 

H.R. 2653. An act to provide that the u.s. 
District Court for the District of Connecticut 
shall also beheld at New London, Conn.; 

H.R. 3689. An act for the relief of Juanita 
Cereguine de Burgh; 

H.R. 3875. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Panagiota Vastakis and Soteros Vastakis; 

H.R. 3905. An act for the · relief of Bibi 
Daljeet Kaur; 

H.R. 4743. An act for the relief of Ralph 
Tigno Edquid; 

H.R. 4911. An act for the relief of Lt. Col. 
Jack F. Orend; 

H.R. 5213. An act for the relief of Winston 
Lloyd McKay; 

H.R. 5973. An act for the relief of Edwin 
F. Hower; 

H.R. 6590. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Hill; 

H.R. 6655. An act for the relief of Pieter 
Cornelia Metzelaar; 

H.R. 6720. An act for the relief of Ping­
Kwan Fong; 

H.R. 7446. An act for the relief of certain 
civilian employees and former civilian em­
ployees of the Department of the Navy at the 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Va.; 

H.R. 7667. An a;ct for the relief of Donald 
F. Farrell; 

H.R. 8136. An act for the relief of Jennifer 
Rebeooa Siegel; 

H.R. 8829. An act for the relief of s. Sgt. 
Robert E. Martin, U.S. Air Force (retired); 

H.R.10338. An act for the relief of Joseph 
B. Stevens; 

H.R. 10400. An act for the relief of Edward 
F. Murzyn and Edward J. O'Brien; 

H.R. 10405. An act for the relief of Col. 
Donald J. M. Blakeslee and Lt. Col. Robert E. 
Wayne, U.S. Air Force; 

H.R. 10612. An act for the relief of Capital 
Transit Lines, Inc., of Salem, Oreg.; and 

H.R. 10878. An act for the rel.ief of Ander­
son G. Matsler, senior master sergeant, U.S. 
Air Force, retired; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 1317. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a mass spectrometer which was im­
ported during May 1963 for the use of Stan­
ford University, Stanford, Calif.; 

H.R. 1386. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the use 
of Pomona College; 

H.R. 2565. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the use 
of the University of Chicago; 

H.R. 3126. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the Uni­
versity of Washington; 

H.R. 4832. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a mass spectrometer for the use of 
St. Louis University; 

H.R. 6666. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a 90-centimeter split-pole magnetic 
spectrograph system with orange-peel in­
ternal conversion spectrometer attached for 
the use of the University of Pittsburgh; 

H.R. 6906. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer and one 
split-pole spectrograph for the use of the 
University of Rochester, Rochester, N.Y.; 

H.R. 8232. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer-gas chroma­
tograph for the use of Oklahoma State Uni­
versity, Stillwater, Okla.; 

H.R. 8272. An act to provide for the free 
entry of an isotope separator for the use of 
Princeton University, Princeton, N.J.; 

H.R. 9903. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one multigap magnetic spectrograph 
for the use of Yale University; and 

H.R. 11029. An act relating to the tariff 
treatment of certain woven fabrics; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 1582. An act to remove a restriction on 
certain real property heretofore conveyed to 
the State of California; 

H.R. 5217. An act to permit the vessel 
Little Nancy to be documented for use in 
the coastwise trade; 

H.R. 10198. An act to amend the require­
ments relating to lumber under the Shipping 
Act, 1916; and 

H.R. 10327. An act to require operators of 
ocean cruises by water between the United 
States, its possessions and territories, and 
foreign countries to file evidence of financial 
security and other information; to the Com­
mittee on Commerce. 

H.R. 7919. An act to provide for the estab­
lishment of the Roger Williams National 
Memorial in the city of Providence, R.I., and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 9495. An act to increase the appropri­
ation authorization for the Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt Memorial Commission, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

H.R. 10774. An act to amend section 302 of 
the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, 
to broaden the permissible uses of trust 
funds to which employers contribute, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

H.R. 10779. An act to authorize the Pharr 
Municipal Bridge Corp. to construct, main­
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the Rio 
Grande near Pharr, Tex.; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

H.R. 11096. An act to authorize the dis­
posal of graphite, quartz crystals, and lump 
steatite talc from the national stockptle or 
the supplemental stockpile, or both; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
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H.R.11303. An act to amend section 18 of 

the Civil Service Retirement Act, as amended; 
placed on the calendar. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con­

sent, addresses, editorial, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 
Statement relating to publication of the 

book entitled "What Now for Free China?" 
written by Dr. Diosdado M. Yap. 

BIRTHDAY GREETINGS TO 
SENATOR McNAMARA 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, because I 
was attending two long-scheduled hear­
ings by the Parks Subcommi,ttee of the 
House of Representatives, on Monday at 
the Sleeping Bear at Travers City in the 
Lower Peninsula of Michigan, and yes­
terda.y at Pictured Rocks, at Marquette 
the Upper Peninsula, I could not par­
ticipate in the very delightful exchange 
which the RECORD of Monday reports. 
Many of my fellow Senators expressed 
birthday congratulations to the senior 
Senator from my State [Mr. McNAMARA]. 
I wish very much that I had been able 
to join, and I now echo all the good 
wishes and praise and affection then 
voiced. 

In our relationships here in the Senate, 
I am sure that all Senators understand 
that no junior Senator is more fortunate 
than the junior Senator from Michigan, 
in having for his senior colleague, PAT 
McNAMARA. 

All the good things that were spoken 
about him I would underline. I hope 
that that senior-junior relationship will 
continue for a long, long time. It will be 
to my very great personal pleasure and 
good fortune. In the nature of things 
many people confuse frequent speeches 
and flashy phrases for sound action and 
solid accomplishment. 

PAT McNAMARA has not burdened the 
Senate with excess words. He has, how­
ever, bequeathed the Nation an impres­
sive number of beneficial programs. 

If he has not enjoyed his full share 
of credit, it is because in this business 
praise oiten fails to find those who do 
not actively seek it. And PAT McNAMARA 
seeks only results; he is completely indif­
ferent to puffs that feed vanity. 

But this fact remains clear: No one 
who takes the trouble to examine PAT 
McNAMARA's record can fail to be im­
pressed with his thoughtfulness, his sen­
cerity-and his effectiveness. 

In my opinion, every citizen of Amer­
ic~ertainly every citizen of Michi­
gan-owes PAT McNAMARA a heartfelt 
"thank you." 

I take this opportunity to submit mine. 

CONGRESSIONAL DISTINGUISHED 
SERVICE AWARDS OF THE AMER­
ICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSO­
CIATION 
Mr. KOCHEL. Mr. President, in an 

impressive ceremony, the American. Po-

litical Science Association recently hon­
ored four of our colleagues--Senators 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER and JOHN 0. 
PASTORE, and Representatives WILLIAM 
McCULLOCH and WILBUR D. MILLs--for 
outstanding public service. All Members 
join in applauding these choices for the 
1965 Congressional Distinguished Service 
Awards. Others will want to join in ex­
pressing appreciation to the sponsors of 
an award that, in addition to recognizing 
individual excellence, dramatizes andre­
inforces the role of the Congress in our 
governmental system. 

The association began making such 
awards, first proposed by a former col­
league of ours, Senator William Benton, 
in 1959. They have been presented every 
2 years since then on a bipartisan basis, 
to a Republican and a Democrat from 
each House of Congress, under terms of 
a grant from the William Benton Foun­
dation. Because their basic purpose is 
to recognize individual service of distinc­
tion, which Inight otherwise go unno­
ticed, it is the practice to exclude the 
formal leadership of both Houses from 
consideration for the awards. In choos­
ing winners, a selection coinmittee com­
posed of college presidents and political 
scientists weighs the following attributes 
of the legislator: 

Devotion to the public welfare, com­
bined with a fine grasp of legislative 
skills. 

Competence and effectiveness, meas­
ured in terms of concrete accomplish­
ment. 

Constructive imagination, hardheaded 
acumen, and the ability to harmonize 
national and local interests. 

worth of the individual as indicated 
by the respect of his colleagues. 

Mr. President, each of the 1965 recipi­
ents has measured up to these rigorous 
standards; each has been responsive to 
the needs of his State or congressional 
district; each has worked hard to acquire 
the knowledge regained for effective leg­
islative service; each has demonstrated 
his dedication to the public welfare. 

Senator CooPER was cited for inspiring 
and vigorously supporting a program of 
aid to the Appalachian region. The cita­
tion· continues: 

In keeping with his own integrity and in­
dependence of mind, he was successful in his 
sponsorship of a select Senate committee 
on standards and conduct. Courtly and 
earnest, determined in pressing his views yet 
tolerant of the values of others, he is held 
in affectionate esteem by all with whom he 
has been associated-as a Senator, Ambas­
sador to India, and Delegate to the United 
Nations. 

Senator PASTORE was recognized as an 
authority on the development and appli­
cation of atomic energy, who was highly 
persuasive in his arguments for the nu­
clear test ban treaty. Further, the cita­
tion states: 

As a comanager of the civil rights bill in 
1964, he contributed both the creative imagi­
nation and the painstaking detail work re­
quired to sustain a major legislative effort. 
D~amic and unafraid, accessible and effec­
tive, he exemplifies the best traditions of elec­
tive public omce. 

Representative McCuLLOCH was cited 
for his role in enactment of civil rights 
legislation, as follows: 

Meticulous in his attention to the finer 
points of law, he assumed a pivotal role in 
development and passage of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, exercising patient skill in har­
monizing widely divergent viewpoints in 
committee and maintaining close consulta­
tion with the Senate and the executive 
branch. For his demonstrated integrity, for 
his resoluteness of purpose--and for his 
gentle wit--he has the admiration and affec­
tion of his colleagues in both parties. 

Representative MILLS was recognized 
as an authority on Government finance, 
as a legislative craftsman, and as a re­
sponsive committee chairman. His cita­
tion reads, in part, as follows: 

In 1963 and 1964, despite continuing con­
troversy over national economic policy, he 
helped to formulate and to guide toward 
enactment one of the most important tax 
reduction bills in our history. Prudent and 
calm under pressure, he is recognized by pro­
ponent and opponent alike for his courteous 
consideration of the views of all who appear 
before his committee. 

Mr. President, presentation of the 
awards was a highlight of the associa­
tion's 61st annual meeting, which brought 
some 3,000 political scientists from 
throughout the Nation to Washington 
the week of September 6-11. As I men­
tioned earlier in my remarks, it was an 
impressive ceremony. All of the 1965 
a ward winners and several from previous 
years were present, including Vice Presi­
dent HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, a recipient of 
the award in 1959; former Senator Ken­
neth Keating, also recognized in 1959 
when he was a Member of the other body; 
Senators GEORGE AIKEN, PAUL DOUGLAS, 
and LEVERETT SALTONSTALL; and Repre­
sentatives RICHARD BOLLING and GEORGE 
MAHON. 

Appropriately, the association invited 
Senator EVERETT DIRKSEN to represent 
congressional leadership, recognizing at 
the same time his own contributions to 
the quality of American life over a long 
and distinguished career. 

While these awards go to the individ­
ual Members, it is clear that they have 
wider implications. They point up the 
fact that our free elective system pro­
duces in Congress public servants of great 
ability and varied talents. Similarly, 
they emphasize once again the fact that 
Congress offers a wider scope to the ca­
pacities of its Members than any other 
legislative body in the world. And per­
haps most significantly, they call atten­
tion in a dramatic way to the vital im­
portance of the legislative branch in our 
democracy. 

That these educational goals are im­
portant to the Congressional Distin­
guished Service Award sponsors is ap­
parent from the great dignity with which 
the ceremony was conducted, from the 
careful preparation of the citations, and 
from the introductory comments of 
Ralph K. Huitt, a noted scholar of Con­
gress who made the formal presentation. 
I believe that my colleagues will be inter­
ested in Mr. Huitt's remarks as well as 
the complete texts of the citations. I 
ask unanimous consent to have this ma­
terial printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the materi­

al was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESS IN PERSPECTIVE 
(Address by Ralph K . Huitt at the Distin­

guished Congressional A wards Presen ta­
tion, American Political Science Associa­
tion, September 10, 1965) 
Tonight the American Political Science 

Association pays tribute to Congress. It is 
tru·e that not all political scientists have 
praised Congress all the time. I think per­
haps my own experience has been shared by 
other members of our discipline. When I 
finished graduate school, I believed pro­
foundly that the surest way to solve the 
problems of the American people was for the 
States to surrender most of their powers to 
the National Government and for Congress 
to defer to the will of the Executive. In my 
years as a teacher I have turned 180 degrees: 
I now place great value on State and local 
governments and I am a champion of the 
diversity and dispersed power represented 
by Congress. 

Of course my sentiments may change 
again. The other day when the President 
announced my appointment to an executive 
office he said that Secretary Gardner was 
going to · "feed me to Congress." Perhaps 
it is just as well that I talk tonight while I 
still love Congress. 

The Congress of the United States presents 
a paradox. 

On the one hand, it probably is the most 
criticized public institution in America. 
When it is slow to act it is called do-nothing, 
obstructionist, and ~rqhaic. When it moves 
swiftly to pass a large program of legislation, 
as it has this year, it still is criticized. 

But today I heard a variation on the old 
theme. A Member of Congress was ex­
plaining why he supported the President's 
veto on .the military construction bill. He 
said, "This has been a productive and cre­
ative Congress. We have passed dozens of 
bills and sent them down to the White 
House. The President has signed every one 
of them. He's a rubberstamp President. 
Now that he has taken a little initiative I 
think we ought to encourage him." 

The paradox is that whi~e Congress is 
roundly criticized it is without question .one 
of the most successful political institutions 
in the world. Today Congress exercises all 
the powers intended for it by the framers of 
the Constitution. It still is a powerful and 
respected partner in the grand triune. 

Consider what has happened to other leg­
islative bodies in the period of the life of 
Congress. The House of Commons in Eng­
land has conquered the Crown, reduced the 
House of Lords to impotence, and in turn 
has fallen victim to its own creature, the 
Prime Minister. In the same time, the 
French legislature has had to adapt itself, 
if my count is right, to three kings, two em­
perors, five republics, and one Charles de 
Qaulle. 

Meanwhile, Congress has held its own. It 
is to~ay the most powerful and respected 
representative assembly in the world. 

This is not to say that Congress has ~ot 
been tested. On the contrary, it has met 
the great tests of. American history. In its 
lifetime we have absorbed 40 million immi­
grants and made them Americans. We have 
expanded from a tiny cluster of States on 
the eastern seaboard to a great continent­
wide empire. From the day when the only 
Federal official most people ever saw was the 
postman, we have built a National Govern­
ment which regulates and promotes the wel­
fare of our people from the cradle to the 
grave. We have fought wars, ·survived de­
pressions, and weathered the worst test a 
political system can sustain, a civil war. 

Congress has met these trials with sub­
stantially the structure and procedures 
planned for it in the Constitution. 

CXI--1644 

Those who would change the American 
Congress into a carbon copy of ·a parliamen­
tary system ought to talk to foreign legis­
lators. They· are envious of the prestige and 
influence of the American Congressman. 
They would like to get that kind of respect 
for themselves at home. Last summer I sat 
in conference with some Canadian Members 
of Parliament who listened unbelieving while 
a minority party Member of Congress de­
scribed how he had taken an idea of a con­
stituent and in a year's time got it enacted 
into l•aw. 

But what has struck me about the books 
and articles and statements of members of 
parliamentary systems who want to increase 
respect for themselves -is that they are not 
willing to face the facts of life. In politics, 
respect goes with power. Congress is power~ 
ful. Many individual Congressmen are pow­
erful, and a few are powerful indeed. 

The bases of congressional power rest, I 
think, on two basic principles in the Ameri­
can Constitution. 

The first is the principle of separation of 
powers. 

It is true that powers are not really sepa­
ra·ted in our system. Congress, the President, 
and the courts all share in legislation and 
administration in a way that defies explana­
tion. The powers of the Federal Government 
are commingled among the three great . 
branches. 

What we have is not a separation of powers 
but a separation of institutions, of personnel. 
The Constitution clearly says that no Mem­
ber of Congress may serve in the executive 
establishinent and vice versa. This means 
that if Congress is to maintain its position 
as a coequal branch it must have a mecha­
nism for independent consideration of legis­
lation and its own sources of information. 
The British House of Commons can accept 
the statements of the bureaucracy because 
its pwn leaders are the beads of the principal 
departments. This is not and cannot be true 
of either House of Congress. 

The result has been the standing commit­
tee with specialized jurisdiction. But the 
standing committees have come to be much 
more than agents for information gathering 
and independent consideration. They are 
bastions of power. They cannot be captured 
by the party leadership or anyone else. 

Those persons who would transform Con­
gress into a parliamentary body are correct 
when they assume that. a centralized party 
leadership in Congress could only fall prey 
to the executive. Congress would go the 
way of other legislatures. 

It is true that the results of a centralized 
power in Congress are somewhat erratic, but 
what is enormously important to the working 
of the American system is the strengthe.ning 
·of diversity and the provision of many points 
of access to people who want to try to in­
fluence their Government. 

The second basic principle affecting the 
power of Congress is federalism. 

Federalism provides a local base of power 
for the individual Congressman. No na­
tional party leadership can hurt him very 
much if his constituents are happy with 
him, nor help him if they are not. 

The grea,t experiment in responsible party 
government in our time was tried not by 
academic theorists but by Franklin Roose­
velt, the most popular vote-getter of his 
time. Mr. Roosevelt presented to Democra,ts 
the reasonable proposition that if they want­
ed him to enact his program they should 
send· him Democrats who would support it. 
He tried to purge eight Members of Congress. 
You remember the result: only one was de­
feated and there is no proof that Mr. Roose­
velt caused that. 

This is a lesson no practical politician in 
the country can fall to understand. 

So it is that the Member courts his con­
stituency. The baby books, the congratula-

tory letters, the favors go out in a steady 
stream. 

Not many Congressmen wm do what one . 
friend of mine did. He got a letter at least 
once a week from a constituent who always 
found fault with him. One afternoon, at the 
end of a hot and frustrating day, the Con­
gressman got a letter which ended this way: 
"I want you to know that if you were St. 
Peter I would not vote for you again." . The 
Congressman scrawled across the bottom of 
the letter: "Don't worry, Buddy. If I were 
St. Peter you would not be in my district." 

Many Members have felt that way but few 
would go that far. The source of the strength 
and independence of the individual Member 
1s the tie he has with the people at home. 

How good is Congress? The truth is no 
one can tell. It is not possible to extract 
Congress from the political system of which 
it 1s a part. It performs many of the same 
functions for the American people that the 
other branches do and these tasks are shared 
with political parties, interest groups, the 
press, and other American institutions 

Moreqver, we cannot devise tests to deter­
mine how effective a political institution is 
until we can say with confi'dence what serv­
ices the institution performs for the whole 
political system. But there are political 
functions which Congress shares which it 
seems especially fitted to perform. 

Like the other branches of government, it 
helps to resolve conflict. But sometimes it 
is at its best when it avoids conflic.t, when it 
postpones or evades an issue which the society · 
1s not yet ready to face. The legislature 1s 
particularly suited to give a half-loaf or to 
avoid ac:tion while seeming to take action. 

Again, Congress furnishes catharsis for 
those members of society who are disaffected 
and cannot otherwise find relief. Individuals 
in the larger society whose causes cannot pre­
vail identify with their heroes on the floors 
of Congress. 

The "errand boy function," which has re­
ceived so much criticism, actually provides 
a vital link between the great government 
in Washington and people in society. It is 
important for an individual to belteve that 
he can have ready access to his government, 
and that he can get a speedy reply which he 
understands. 

All this suggests, I think, that while Con­
gress is known as a lawmaking body the 
actual enactment of legislation may be a 
relatively small function in comparison with 
others which it performs. 

In any final casting up, it is well to remem­
ber that the representative assembly is one 
of the great creations of freemen and · that 
its historic mission is not ·efficiency in gov­
ernment but the maintenance of freedom. 
Measured against the tests of American ex­
perience, Congress has performed this mis­
sion very well. 

JOHN SHERMAN CoOPER: 1965 CONGRESSioNAL 
DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD CITATION 
Unwavering in faith in his fellow man, 

compassionate and innovative, JOHN SHER­
MAN CoOPER is both a perceptive statesman 
and a capable servant of his constituents. 

Alert and responsive to the needs and in­
terests of his $tate and section, his outlook 
is nonetheless essentially national and in­
ternational. Consonant with his deep con­
cern for the less fortunate, he inspired and 
vigorously supported a program of aid to the 
Appalachian region. In. keeping with his 
own integrity and independence of mind, he 
was successful in his sponsorship of a select 
Senate committee on standards and conduct. 
Courtly and earnest, determined in pressing 
his views yet tolerant of the values of others, 
he fs held in affectionate esteem by all with 
whom he has been associated-as a Senator, 
Ambassador to India, and delegate to the 
United Nations. 

The American Political Science Associa­
tion takes great pleasure in presenting this 
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_Congressional Distinguished Service Award 
to JoHN SHERMAN CooPER, Republican, of 
Kentucky-a candid and friendly individual­
ist, versatile intellectual, and distinguished 
statesman whose honesty and foresight re­
flect credit on our freely elected legislative 
institutions. 

JOHN 0 . PASTORE: 1965 CONGRESSIONAL DIS­
TINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD CITATION 

With his flair for pungent and informed 
expression, JOHN 0. PASTORE consistently 
enlivens-and enlightens-debate of public 
policy issues in the U.S. Senate. 

One of the truly great orators in Congress, 
he substitutes frankness for cant and con­
fronts illusion with fact, delineating alterna­
tive courses of action and pointing up their 
implications for futl,lre generations of Amer­
icans. An acknowledged authority on the 
development and application of atomic 
energy, he was highly persuasive in his ar­
guments for the nuclear test ban treaty. 
As a comanager of the civil rights bill in 
1964, he contributed both the creative imag­
ination and the painstaking detail work re­
quired to sustain a major legislative effort. 
Dynamic and unafraid, accessible and effec­
tive, he exemplifies the best traditions of 
elective public office. 

The American Political Science Association 
takes great pleasure in presenting this Con­
gressional Distinguished Service A ward to 
JoHN 0. PASTORE, Democrat, of Rhode Is­
land-a constructive partisan, forceful ad­
vocate, and tenacious legislator whose dili­
gence brings our Nation ever nearer to the 
realization of our democratic ideals. 

WILLIAM M. MCCULLOCH: 1965 CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD CITATION 
Without fanfare and unmindful of the 

exigencies of narrow partisan advantage, 
WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH works tirelessly and 
effectively to improve the quality of Amer­
ican life. 

Consistent with his commitment to basic 
constitutional principles, he seeks to main­
tain the delicate balance between individual 
freedom, State responsibility, and Federal 
action. Meticulous in his attention to the 
finer points of law, he assumed a pivotal role 
in development and passage of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, exercising patient skill 
in harmonizing widely divergent viewpoints 
in committee and maintaining close con­
sultation with the Senate and the executive 
branch. For his demonstrated integrity, for 
his resoluteness of purpose--and for his gen­
tle wit-he has the admiration and affection 
of his colleagues in both parties. 

The American Political Science Association 
takes great pleasure in presenting this Con­
gressional Distinguished Service Award to 
WILLIAM M. McCuLLOCH, Republican, of 
Ohio-an unassuming scholar of the law, 
master of technical detail, and champion of 
human rights who has given his State and 
Nation more than 30 years of honorable and 
constructive service. 

WILBUR D. MILLs: 1965 CONGRESSIONAL DIS­
TINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD CITATION 

Scrupulously fair and superbly skillful 
in committee, articulate and informed on 
the House floor, WILBUR D. MILLS is univer­
sally respected as a legislative craftsman. 

Unrelenting in his attention to the details 
of public policy, he has initiated and shaped 
programs affecting the welfare of 'all Amer­
icans-in the fields of taxation, tariff and 
trade policy, debt management, social secu­
rity, and health care. In 1963 and 1964, de­
spite continuing controversy over national 
economic policy, he helped to formulate and 
to guide toward enactment one of the most 
important tax reduction bills in our history. 
Prudent and calm under pressure, he is rec­
ognized by proponent and opponent alike for 
his courteous consideration of the views 
of all who appear before his committee. 

The American Political Science Associa­
tion takes great pleasure in presenting this 
Congressional Distinguished Service A ward 
to WILBUR D. MILLS, Democrat, of Arkansas­
a conscientious legislator, authority on Gov­
ernment finance, and responsive committee 
chairman whose sense of dedication is of in­
estimable value to the Nation. 

THE CALIFORNIA REPUBLICAN 
LEAGUE 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, follow­
ing the 1964 election, a group of con­
cerned Republicans gathered together to 
create a new volunteer organization with 
. which those Republicans who wish a for­
ward-looking party could affiliate them­
selves. This organization, the California 
Republican League, has been working 
actively now for almost half a year. 
More than 50 chapters have been formed 
throughout the State. Several thousand 
Republicans have joined. 

The California Republican League was 
not designed to back any particular can­
didate or candidates. Rather, it was es­
tablished in order to provide a vehicle for 
discussion and for action for those Re­
publicans who desire to rebuild their 
party-and thus revitalize the two-party 
system--so that it can meet effectively 
and realistically at the local, State, and 
National levels, the very real challenges 
which exist today. 

On August 28, 1965, the President's 
Council of the CRL met and adopted 
various resolutions relating to issues 
which should be of concern to all Cali­
fornians. 

I ask unanimous consent to have a set 
of these resolutions printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu­
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JOHN BIRCH SOCIETY 
Whereas, the John Birch Society in struc­

ture and in practice is a monolithic society; 
and 

Whereas such a structure is a violation of 
the basic political philosophy of the United 
States of America and a repugnant growth 
on the body politic; and 

Whereas the president and founder of the 
John Birch Society has stated "the men and 
women who join the John Birch Society dur­
ing the next fe-w months or few years are 
going to do so primarily because they be­
lieve in me"; and 

Whereas the president of the John Birch 
Society has attacked the Civil Rights Act of 
1965 as being Communist inspired; and 

Whereas the president and founder of the 
John Birch Society has declared "the two 
sides to every question bit is folly-nonsense" 
contravening the basic philosophy of our 
American system of debate and compromise: 
Be it hereby 

Resolved, That the California Republican 
League reaffirms its premise that there is no 
compatibility in membership of the Republi­
can Party and the stated philosophy of the 
John Birch Society and reaffirms its inten­
tion to exclude John Birch Society members 
from the California Republican League. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Whereas the Republican Party is the tradi­

tional champion of civil rights; 
Whereas the seeds of racial hatred, dis­

crimination and -frustration, however in­
spired, are a continuing plague to all ele­
ments of society; 

Whereas a solution, in contrast to pro­
longed and aggravated frustrations, requires 
a responsible combina tion of governmental 
and private efforts; 

Whereas the disastrous consequences of 
recent racial disturbances attest to the com­
pelling need for biracial rapproch_ement be­
tween the Caucasian and minority com­
munities; 

Whereas the ambitions of minority peoples 
to compete fairly and evenly for jobs and 
hqusing represent a political and social chal­
lenge to which the Republican Party ded­
icates its every energy; 

Whereas the unity of social legislation and 
private citizen involvement is necessary for 
expansion of minority opportunity and elim­
ination of racial discrimination: 

Resolved, That the California Republican 
League unqualifiedly endorses the enactment 
of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and the Vot­
ing Rights Act of 1965 and urges that vig­
orous steps be taken by the Department of 
Justice to implement same, and that Sen­
ators KucHEL and DmKSEN be commended 
for their vigorous leadership in the passage 
of this legislation. 

EXTREMISM 
Whereas the Republican Party has always 

advocated the free exchange of ideology and 
philosophy within the total political spec­
trum; and 

Whereas such free debate and compromise 
is the hallmark of responsible Americanism; 
and 

Whereas the abuse of this basic tradition 
is becoming manifest by extremist political 
splinter groups of t~e left and right, utiliz­
ing the established party labels; and 

Whereas such irresponsible acts, state­
ments and attacks on American traditions, 
institutions, and loyal citizens is totally im­
proper and reprehensible: Therefore, be it 
· Resolved, The President's Council of the 
California Republican League condemns such 
actions, and those who perpetrate them, 
without reservation, regardless of political 
label or position within the political spec­
.trum. 

DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP 
The sorry spectacle of the 1965 legislative 

session under the Democratic leadership in 
Sacramento is a blight upon the greatest 
State in the Nation. The floundering indeci­
sion Of Governor Brown and his administra­
tion cries out for new leadership in the 
statehouse. Juggling of public funds, budget 
manipulations, constantly rising taxes, a 
soaring crime rate, an utter lack of a con­
structive program in any field, and a bitter 
power feud between Democratic leadership in 
the legislature and the administration crip­
ple California. 

Republican legislative leadership has 
pointed the way to returning California to 
the road of progress. Republican legislators 
produced constructive programs to fight 
crime, trim the budget, and approach social 
welfare needs in an effective manner, and 
hold the line on taxes. We commend the 
Republicans in the assembly and senate who 
fought for fiscal sanity and public safety. 

BRACEROS 
The -abolition of the bracero program 

places upon the Federal Government a sol­
emn obligation to see to it that the promise 
is redeemed that there will be enough 
workers to harvest California's fruit and 
vegetables at prices which the consumers 
can afford to pay. 

The California Republican League is dis­
mayed at the mishandling of California's 
-agricultural problems by the Democratic 
National and State administrations and com­
mends Senator GEORGE MURPHY for his un­
tiring efforts to protect California's vital 
agricultural industry. 
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LT. Gov. GLEN ANDERSON 

We call upon Lt. Gov. Glen Anderson to ex­
plain the inordinately long delay before re­
sponding to a formal request to send the 
National Guard into the riot-torn Los 
Angeles area. 

POVERTY PROGRAM 
We agree with the concept that poverty in 

America must be eliminated by a coordinated 
program; however, the administration's pres­
ently ill-defined and uncoordinated effor~ 
are wide open to abuse as a patronage vehi­
cle for Democratic officeholders. The spoils 
system abolished some 85 years ago by the 
establishment of the civil service by a Re­
publican administration appears to have its 
revival under the guise of helping the poor. 
A true poverty program should be as non­
partisan as poverty itself. 

STATE CENTRAL COMMITTEE APPOINTMENTS 
Whereas the California Republican League 

believes in recognizing Republican candi­
dates who have been elected by the voters in 
their districts; and 

Whereas the California Republican League 
believes in an even closer and more responsi­
ble relationship between the State central 
committee and county central committees: 

The California Republican League calls 
upon the California State Legislature: ( 1) to 
retain the present provision in the election 
code which permits each incumbent legis­
lator to appoint eight members to the State 
central committee, and (2), to amend the 
election code to permit each county chair­
man to appoint -one member to 't;he State 
central committee. 

So-CALLED LIBERTY AMENDMENT 
The provisions of the proposed so-called 

liberty constitutional amendment are not in 
keeping with Republican principles of fiscal 
responsibility. This is a proposal to com­
pletely repeal the income tax. This is not to 
condone all present or proposed administra­
tion expenditures, but in addition to there­
cent tax reductions and repeals at the Fed­
eral level, we especially want reform of the 
present ·internal revenue code. (Submitted 
by the Beverly H11ls Chapter.) 

VIETNAM 
The involvement of the Uilited States in 

the Vietnamese struggle for freedom is one 
of the most crucial issues facing the Ameri­
can people today. Its outcome wm ~ffect 
the fate -of free people everywhere. As the 
leaders of the free _world, the burden of its 
defense must necessarily rest with us. 

The California Republican League joins 
with the leaders of the Republican Party in 
Congress in vigorously affirming its support 
of the President in his decision to remain in 
Vietnam until the Communist forces with­
draw and permit the South Viet.namese to 
choose freely their own form of government. 

We recognize the necessity for free debate 
of our Vietnam policy as of any other policy 
of our Government, but cannot condone the 
neo-isolationism echoed · by a number of 
prominent Democrats who would rather ac­
cept a Far Eastern Munich than face Ameri­
ca's obligations as a bulwark of the free 
world. 

IMMIGRATION REFORM BILL 
Whereas it is well known that our ·present 

immigration laws discrilninate in favor of 
northern Europe; and 

Whereas this· is done by means of a na­
tional origins quota system which caused 
about 70 percent of _ the U.S.-bound immi­
grants to come from northern Europe: There­
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the California Republican 
League go on record as opposing the national 
origins quota system and supporting the 

immigration reform bill which is now be­
fore the Congress. (Submitted by the 
Orange County Chapter.) 

ANNUAL SESSIONS OF LEGISLATURE 
Whereas the California Legislature is faced 

with an annual consideration of a complex 
budget in excess of $4 billion; and . 

Whereas the problem of California educa­
tion, water, highways, urban transportation, 
taxes and the like are in need of continuous 
study; and 

Whereas the continuation of a "half time" 
legislature, expecting to attract the · highest 
quality of men to its service with a "half 
time" salary, is unworthy of the Nation's 
largest State: Now-therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the President's COuncil of 
the California Republican League meeting at 
the Madonna Inn in San Luis Obispo on 
August 28, 1965, support the concept of and 
encourage introduction of legislation de­
signed to effect annual sessions of the Cali­
fornia Legislature, together with adequate 
compensation for the members commen­
surate with the responsibilities imposed up­
on them. (Submitted by the San Fernando 
Valley Chapter.) 

CoNSERVATION 
Resblved, That the preservation of the 

natural beauty of California should be a pri­
mary goal of California's State government. 
The selection of highway routes, major 
utility transmission lines and new public 
construction projects deserve and require 
consideration of an independent State ad­
visory comlnission, charged with the sole 
Inission of preserving the beauty of Cali­
fornia and the amenities of its natural en­
vironment and climate. The time is past 
when various State agencies charged with 
construction projects can be left with un­
trammeled discretion. With 600,000 new peo­
ple coining into Californi~ each year, con­
servation has become one of the primary 
responsibilities of government. The Demo­
cratic leadership has talked, but not acted. 
We propose the establishment of a statewide 
conservation commission, ·made lip of en­
gineers, planners and conservationists. Such 
comlnission shall be given cognizance over 
all improvement projects, and shall sit as a 
board of mediation in disputes between State 
and local governments, thereafter· sublnitting 
its. recommendations to the <;Jovernor. 

LABOR STATESMANSHIP HOLDS 
DOWN THE COST OF LIVIN:G 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as 
we discuss the ·repeal ·of section 14 (b) 
of the Taft-Hartley Act, I am sure that 
there will be expressions on both sides 
of the question concerning the contri­
bution which labor has made to price 
stability, or, on the other hand, to in­
flation. 

In my judgment labor has made a 
constructive contribution to price sta­
bility, particularly in recent years. 

I cite the evidence contained in the 
Monthly. Labor Review for September 
1965, published by the U.S. Department 
of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
which states in part: 

Over the last 5 years, 1959-64, for example, 
compensation per man-hour rose at an 
annual rate of 3.5 percent, substantially 
lower than the almost 6-percent-per-year 
gain over the previous 12 years and the 5-
percent rate for the period as a whole. Over 
the same 5-ye·ar period, output per man­
hour rose at a substantially higher rate 
(3.2 percent) than the 2.4-percent rate for 
the previous 12 years of the postwar period 
and the rate for the period as a whole. 

The interplay of these patterns of growth 
has resulted in a rather distinct break in 
the direction of the postwar trend in unit 
labor costs. From a 3.2-percent annual rise 
in the first part of the period, the growth in 
unit labor costs changed to virtual stability 
in the latter part of the period-

In other words, the growth in unit 
labor costs has stopped. It has. not con­
tributed at all toward inflation over 
the past 5 or 6 years. 

This is in part because of the wage­
price guidelines which the administra­
tion has urged successfully upon labor 
and the administration deserves great 
credit for this success. But this positive 
contribution to price stability also is the 
result of labor's fine statesmanship, its 
remarkable recognition of how important 
unit labor costs are as a contribution to­
ward price stability. After all this is a 
period of growing labor shortages among 
skilled workers that unions could have 
exploited to pressure up wages as sharp­
ly as they rose in the early part of the 
1950's. 

Let me also point out that the im­
provement in efficiency in this country is 
partly a result of depreciation guidelines 
and the other modernizing incentives 
which the administration has succeeded 
in getting through Congress-which this 
Congress and previous Congresses have 
enacted into law. 

This ·unit labor cost stability is of great 
advantage to us in our balance qf pay­
ments and in trade with the rest of the 
world. 

And, Mr. President, an article pub­
lished in the Monthly Labor Review 
which follows the one to which I have 
just referred, affirms and documents this 
labor contribution and I quote briefly 
from this Labor Review article: 

From the standpoint of labor cost per unit 
of output, American ~nanufacturers are now 
in a significantly better competitive position 
vis-a-vis foreign producers than they were 
in the late 1950's. This conclusion emerges 
from -the most recent Bureau of Labor Sta­
tistics unit -labor cost study covering trends 
in nine industrialized hations, and it takes 
account of changes in exchange rates in four 
of the countries. 

Examining trends since 1950, the Bureau 
found that unit labor cost in manufacturing 
moved moderately upward over the entire 
period in six Western European countries, 
slowed considerably between 1957 and 1964 
after early gains in the United States and 
Canada, and showed little net rise in Japan. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have these two articles, one en­
titled "Unit Labor Cost in Nine Coun­
tries," and the other "Cost _Trends in 
Nine Industrial Nations," printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as foll-ows: 
UNIT LABOR COST IN NINE COUNTRIEs---Two 

RELATED STUDIES THAT EXAMINE RECENT 
TRENDS IN THE RATIO OF OUTPUT TO LABOR 
PAYMENTS 

I. RECENT UNIT COST TRENDS IN U.S. 
MANUFACTURING 

(By Jerome A. Mark and Elizabeth Kahn, of 
the Office of Productivity and Technologi­
cal Developments, Bureau of Labor Statis­
tics) 
An examination of productivity series pre­

pared earlier this year by the Bureau of Labor 
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Statistics and related data on compensation 
o! employees discloses that unit labor costs 
ln U.S. manufacturing have remained almost 
completely stable during the latter part o! 
the period since World War II. This stabllity 
has been especially marked during the past 5 
years, contrasting with substantial increases 
that occurred during the first part o! the pe­
riod. The change in the direction o! this 
trend has accompanied greater-than-aver­
age increases in productivity and less-than­
average increases in hourly compensation !or 
all employees. For production workers, the 
change has been the result of declines in the 
rate of increase in hourly compensation.1 

This article describes the new data that 
support such conclusions and discusses unit 
labor cost trends. 

The new BLS series of indexes of output 
per man-hour in U.S. manufacturing 2 forms 
part of a consistent set of indexes covering 
the total private economy and the major 
sectors-agriculture, nonagriculture, manu­
facturing, and nonmanufacturing. The 
manufacturing series had not been published 
for several years pending the development of 
new output data.s 

In the productivt.ty-employee payments 
relationship, compensation of employees can 
be considered from two viewpoints-as a cost 
of production and as income of labor.' As 
a cost of production, the trend in employee 
compensation per hour can be compared 
with the trend in output per man-hour to 
determine what has happened to unit labor 
costs. Wage and salary increases (including 
fringe benefits) represent increases in unit 
labor costs· only to the extent they are not 
met by comparable increases in output per 
man-hour. As costs, they are one . compo­
nent of the price of manufactured output. 
As income to labor, the trend in employee 
compensation per hour adjusted to reflect 
real purchasing power can be compared with 
the trend in output per ·man-hour to deter­
mine whether increases in real earnings have 
kept pace with productivity gains. The data 
are examined here from both viewpoints. 

Labor costs 
All employees: Over the entire postwar 

period 1947-64, compensation per man-hour 
of all employees in manufacturing rose at a 
rate of 5 percent per year.5 All employee 
output per man-hour, on the other hand, 
rose half that amount. Employee compensa­
tion per unit of output (unit labor costs), 
the ratio of these . two elements, therefore, 
also rose at a rate of 2.5 percent per year 
(table 1). 

1 In recent years, much of the interes.t i·n 
productivity has been with regard to its rela­
tion to labor costs. Unit labor costs, which 
refer to all payments for labor including 
wages and salaries plus legally required and 
voluntary supplements per unit of output, 
reflect the relationship be.tween hourly com­
pensation to labor and hourly output (p·ro­
ductivity). 

2 See "Indexes of Output Per Man-Hour for 
the Private Economy," 1947-64 (BLS release, 
Jan. 29, 1965). 

3 For these productivity indexes, output is 
defined as the constant dollar gross national 
product originating in the sector and the 
man-hours are primarily payroll hours based 
on establishment repor,ts . For a detailed 
description on the methods used for deriving 
these measures, see "Trends in Output Per 
Man-Hour for the Private Economy, 1909-
1958" (BLS Bulletin 1249) . 

' Compensation includes wages and salaries 
of employees plus contributions of employ­
ers to social security programs, private 
health, welfare, and pension funds, and ad­
ditional minor items of l·abor income. 

5 This rate, and all others in this article, 
was computed on the basis o! the least 
squares of the logarithms o! the index num­
bers. 

The overall relationships, however, con- the previous 12 years and the 5-percent rate 
ceal diverse movements of hourly compen- for the period as a whole. Over the same 5-
sation, hourly output and, hence, unit labor year period, output per man-hour rose at 
costs within the period. 

Over the last 5 years, 1959-64, for example, a substantially higher rate (3.2 percent) 
compensa.tion per man-hour rose at an an- than the 2.4-percent rate for the previous 
nual rate of 3.5 percent, substantially lower 12 years of the postwar period and the rate 
than the almost 6-percent-per-year gain over for the period as a whole. 

TABLE. 1.-Average annual rates of change in output per man-hour, hourly compensation, 
and unit labor costs in manufacturing for selected years 1 

Item 1947--64 1947-59 1959--64 

Consumer Price Index _____ _____ _________ _____________________________ _ 1.8 2. 0 1.2 
Output per man-hour-total private economy--------------------- ----- 3.0 3.1 3.3 

MANU I' ACTURING 
Output per man-hour: 

All employees ___ -------------------------------------------------- 2.5 2. 4 3.2 
Production workers ________ ______ ___________ ---------- ________ _ 3.3 3.3 3.4 Non production workers ___ _________ __ __________ ____ __________ _ _ -.4 -.0 2.5 

Compensation per man-hour-current dollars: 
~11 employees ____ _ ---- ---- ------------------------------ ---------- 5.0 5. 7 3.5 Production workers __________ __ __ __ _____ ____ ___ ___ __________ __ _ 4. 7 5.5 3.2 Non production workers ___ ____ _________ ______ ____ __________ ___ _ 4.5 4. 8 3.6 

Real compensation per man-hour: 
All employees _______ _____________ ______ ________________ ____ ----_--_ 3.2 3. 6 2.2 

Production workers ___ __________________ -------_--------------- 2. 9 3.4 2.0 
Non production workers ___ _____________ ----- __________________ _ 2. 7 2.8 2.3 

Uni~\~~~~~;~~s- ------------------ - - ---------- --- ----- -- ---------- : __ 2. 5 3.2 .2 Production workers __ ____ ___________ ______ ----- _______________ _ 1.4 2.1 -.2 Nonproduction workers __ _________________ _________ --- -______ _ _ 4. 9 5.9 1.0 

1 All rates computed from the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. 

The interplay of these patterns o! growth 
has resulted in a rather distinct break in the 
direction of the postwar trend in unit labor 
costs. From a 3.2-percent annual rise in 
the first part of the period, the growth in 
unit labor · costs changed to virtual stability 
in the latter part of the period-particularly 
over the last 5 years when the rate was 0.2 
percent per year .e 

If other groups of years were examined, 
the same general conclusions about a sharp 
decline in the rate of growth in unit labor 
costs in the latter part o! the period as com­
pared with the earlier years would appear. 
From 1957-64, for example, unit labor costs 
rose at a rate of ·o.6 percent per year; from 
196o--64, they declined at a rate of 0.3 per­
cent. 

Annual and cyclical variations in the 
movement of unit labor costs also seem to 
have undergone some change. The years 
1947- 60 were characterized by brief periods 
of rapid increases and.decreases in unit labor 
costs. (See table 2.) Unit labor costs in­
creased sharply every year, however, during 
the 4-year period 1950-54 (Korea and busi­
ness downturn). In contrast, the 1960-64 
period has been marked by relative cost sta­
bility, with very small increases in 2 of the 
years and decreases in the other 2 years. 

6 This unit labor cost series is derived from 
a productivity measure based on constant 
dollar gross national product originating in 
manufacturing, which is consistent with 
measures of output per man-hour for the 
private economy and other major sectors. 
The compensation data were derived !rom 
the same source as the output data and, 
therefore, are consistent with the GNP meas­
ures of output. Unit labor cost measures 
based on the Federal Reserve Board index 
of manufacturing production show signifi­
cant differences from the measures presented 
here both in particular years and over sev­
eral years. In part, they reflect conceptual 
differences and in part statistical di1Ierences. 
Both series, however, show the same general 
pattern or growth with a sharp gain in unit 
labor costs in the early part o! the period 
and either stab111ty or a small decline over 
the last 5 years. The FRB-based measures 
show an average annual gain o! 1.6 percent 
over the period as a whole and 2.4 percent 
!rom 1947-59 with a decline of 0.3 percent per 
year from 1959-64. 

Production workers and nonproduction 
workers: The trend in the measures for all 
employees results from differential move­
ments for production workers and for non­
production workers, the two major groups of 
employees for which data are a_vailable.7 

There was a small rate of increase in the 
man-hours of all employees over the post­
war period as a whole-0.6 percent per year. 
This small overall rate, however, obscures 
vastly different trends in production worker 
and nonproduction worker man-hours and 
employment. Over the period as a whole, 
the man-hours of production workers actual­
ly declined sllghtly.,---at an annual rate of 
0.2 percent. The man-hours of nonproduc­
tion workers, on the other hand, increased 
3.4 percent per year. In 1947, 4 out of every 
5 employees in manufacturing (84 percent) 
were production workers; in 1964, the ratio 
had declined to 3 out of 4. 

As an outcome of this change in the com­
position of the work force, the annual rate 
of growth of output per man-hour for pro­
duction workers is substantially higher (3 .3 
percent) than. that for all employees for the 
postwar period as a whole. Output per man­
hour for nonproduction workers declined 
slightly-at a rate of 0.4 percent per year.8 

In contrast to the divergent rates in pro­
ductivity of the two groups of employees, 

7 Production workers include all nonsuper­
visory workers (including working foremen) 
engaged in fabricating, processing, assem­
bling, inspecting, receiving, storing, han­
dling, packing, warehousing, and shipping; 
also workers engaged in maintenance, repair; 
janitorial and watchmen services, product 
development, and auxiliary production for 
a plant's own use (e.g., powerplant), and 
recordkeeping ·and services immediately as­
sociated with these production operations. 
Nonproduction workers include persons en­
gaged in executive, purchasing, finance, ac­
counting, legal, personnel, cafeteria!, medical, 
professional, and technical activities; sales, 
sales delivery, advertising, credit, collection, 
installation, and servicing of the firm's own 
products; routine office functions, factory 
supervision, and force-account construction. 

s Since nonproduction workers are a. 
smaller element of the work force, their out­
put per man-hour movements are subject to 
more fluctuations and a wider margin of er­
ror of measurement. 
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compensation per man-hour of production 
workers and nonproduction workers exper­
ienced virtually the same .rates of increase 
( 4.7 and 4.5 percent, respectively) over the 
period 1947-64 as a whole.o 

The rate of gain in hourly compensation 
for all employees was higher than that for 
either of the two groups, as can be seen in 
table 2. This took place because changes in 
hourly compensation of all employees reflect 
both changes in hourly compensation of pro­
duction workers and nonproduction workers 

as well as shifts in the relative importance 
of the two groups with different levels of 
hourly compensation. Since nonproduction 
workers, with a higher level of houi-ly com­
pensation, increased as a proportion of total 
employment, the rate of change for all em­
ployees was higher than the two component 
rates. The effect was not important, how­
ever, because, over the whole period, the rate 
of increase in the hourly compensation of 
each of the two groups of workers accounted 
for 94 percent of the rate of increase in hourly 

compensation for all employees, and the shift 
in composition only 6 percent.1o 

Since output per man-hour for production 
workers rose more than for all employees and 
hourly compensation rose slightly less over 
the postwar period as a whole, unit labor 
costs for production workers increased at a 
much smaller rate than for all employees­
a little under 17':! percent per year. Unit 
labor costs for nonproduction workers, on 
the other hand, showed an annual increase 
of almost 5 percen:t, reflecting the decline in 
productivity and rise in hourly compensation. 

TABLE 2.-lndexes of output per man-hour, compensation per man-hour, and unit labor costs in manufacturing, 191,.7-61,. 

[1957-59=100] 

Item 1947 1948 1949 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 
' --- - -- ------------------------------- - --------

Output per man-hour: All employees ____________________ 75.2 78.3 82. 0 85.3 87. 2 88.3 89.5 91.0 96.8 95. 1 97. 7 99.1 103.3 103.8 106. 7 112.6 115. 3 119.5 
Production workers _- -------- 68.1 71.6 76.4 78.6 80.8 83.1 84.5 88.0 92.9 92.3 96.5 100.3 103.4 105.0 109.1 114.3 117.3 121.3 Nonproduction workers _____ _ 111.0 109.8 105.7 116.5 115.6 110.0 109.8 102.1 111.7 105.2 101.6 95.4 102.8 100.1 99.9 107. 5 109.2 114.5 

Compensation per man-hour in cur-
rent dollars: All employees ___ ___ __ ____ ______ __ 53. 2 58.4 60.9 63. 9 70.4 74.8 79.1 82.2 85.3 90. 7 96.1 99. 9 104. 0 108.1 111.5 115.7 119.5 123.3 Production workers __________ 53.7 59. 5 61.6 65.3 72.1 76.5 81.0 83. 2 86.1 91.1 96.9 100. 2 103.1 107.1 109. 3 113. 1 117. 4 121.2 Nonproduction workers ______ 60.2 62.9 65.0 67.8 73.4 76.6 80.1 83.4 88.1 93.3 96.1 98.0 105.7 108. 9 113. 3 118.8 121.2 125.5 

Real compensation per man-hour: All employees ____________________ 68.4 69.7 73.4 76. 3 77.8 80.9 84.9 87.8 91.4 95. 8 98.1 99. 2 102.5 104.8 107.0 109.8 112.0 114.1 Production workers ________ __ 69. 0 71.0 74.2 77.9 79.7 82.7 86.9 88.9 92.3 96.2 98.9 99. 5 101.6 103.9 104.9 107.3 110.0 112.1 Nonproduction workers ______ 77.4 75.1 78.3 80.9 81.1 82.8 85.9 89. 1 94.4 98.5 98. 1 97.3 104.1 105.6 108. 7 112.7 113.6 116.1 
Unit labor costs: 

All employees ____ ___ ------------- 70. 7 74.6 74.3 74.9 80.8 84.7 88.3 90.4 88.1 95.4 98. 4 100.8 100.8 104. 2 104.5 102.8 103. 7 103.1 Production workers _____ _____ 78. 9 83.1 80.5 83. 0 89.3 92.1 95.8 94.6 92. 7 98.7 100.4 99.9 99. 7 102. 0 100.2 99.0 100. 1 99.9 Nonproduction workers ______ 54. 2 57.2 61.5 58.2 63.5 69. 6 72.9 81.7 78.9 88.7 94.6 102.7 102. 9 108. 8 113.4 110.6 111.1 109.6 

Sources: Output and compensation data 1947-63 from the Office of Business Eco- mated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics based on data from the Office of Business 
nomics, Department of Commerce. 1964 estimates derived by the Bureau of Labor Economics, Bureau of the Census, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Statistics. Compensation of production, workers and nonproduction workers esti- Man-hours and Consumer Price Index data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Although there was a shift in composition per year in contrast to the decline of 1 per- taining whether labor income is keeping 
in the work force over the period as a whole, cent per year over the previous 12 years. pace with productivity growth. The question 
the bulk of that shift occurred in the first The growth pattern of hourly compensa- is often posed in terms of the total private 
par.t of the period. Since 1959, the propor- tion for production and nonproduction work- economy. Hence, changes in the real in­
tion of production workers has remained ers has also varied within the period. For come of all employees in the private economy 
practically stable, fluctuating closely around production workers, hourly compensation are related to changes in productivity of the 
the 75-percent level from year to year. As a rose about 3 percent per year from 1959-64-- private economy. Over the long run, reai 
result, the average annual rates of increase a little over half the rate for the previous compensation per man-hour and output per 
in output per man-hour for production work- 12 years. Similarly, later rates for nonpro- man-hour for the economy as a whole should 
ers and for all employees, over the last . 5 duction workers were substantially lower have moved together. And, in fact, they have. 
years, have been very close-3.4 and 3.2 per- than for the earlier period. It does not necessarily follow, however, that 
cent, respectively. Unit labor costs for production workers, the real compensation per man-hour for in-

For production workers, the rate of gain in therefore, actually fell slightly throughout dividual components of the labor force 
output per man-hour has been virtually the the last 5 years, at a rate of 0.2 percent per should move precisely the same way as the 
same measured over the last 5 years, over year, as against the previous annual gains productivity of the private economy. some 
the previous 1~ years, or the period as a of over 2 percent. Since productivity main- variation may be expected among different 
whole. In contrast, the growth pattern for tained the same rate of increase, this change groups and sectors. The following sections 
all employees, as mentioned earlier, rose in direction was primarily a reflection of the examine the changes in real compensation 
faster over the later years. decline in rate of increase in hourly com- per man-hour of manufacturing employees 

Corresponding rates for nonproduction pensation. For nonproduction workers, the in relation to the movements of the pro­
workers have been very unstable. During rate of increase also was considerably less ductivity of the total private economy. 
the last 5 years, output per man-hour for in the latter part of the period. In this The productivity of the private economy 
nonproduction workers gained 2¥2 percent case, however, the smaller rate of increase is used as the basis of comparison because 

o Separate estimates of compensation of 
production workers and nonproduction 
workers 1947-58 were based on wages and sal­
aries and supplements published in the May 
1962 "Survey of Current Business." For the 
years 1959-63, wages and salaries were de­
rived in 3 steps: (1) OBE full-time equiva­
lent employees data were distributed between 
wage and salaried workers on the basis of 
BLS proportions of production-nonproduc­
tion workers; (2) average annual earnings of 
the 2 groups were derived from the Census 
Bureau data on payrolls and number of em­
ployees; (3) the difference between total 
payrolls derived from step (1) and (2) and 
the published total wages and salaries were 
allocated proportionately between wages and 
salaries. The 1964 estimates are extrapola­
tions, based primarily on wages and salaries 
from the "Survey of Current Business" and 
production workers payrolls from BLS. 

Compensation data were based on wages 
and salaries and supplements. The supple­
ments were distributed proportionately be­
tween wages and salaries and added to wages 
and salaries. In this article, wages refer to 
earnings of production workers and salaries 
to earnings of nonproduction workers. 

in unit labor costs resulted from both the changes in real compensation per man-hour 
relatively higher gains in productivity and reflect changes in consumer prices as well 
the somewhat lower rate of increase in hourly as changes in hourly earnings and fringes. 
compensation. Gains in productivity for the whole economy, 

Real labor payments rather than manufacturing alone, affect the 
Dividing the indexes of hourly compensa­

tion by the Consumer Price Index provides 
a measure of hourly compensation in con­
stant 1957-59 purchasing power or real hourly 
compensation.u The concept of real com­
pensation per man-hour is useful in ascer-

10 In addition to the changes in movements 
of the component groups and the shift in 
composition, the total change also reflects 
the interaction of both changes. This effect 
was allocated equally to both elements. 

u It may not be strictly appropriate to 
apply the CPI to the fringe benefits part of 
labor payments, because some fringes are 
not received by the employee at the time the 
payments are made by the employer (e.g., 
contribution to pension funds, insurance, 
etc.). However, in the absence of any suit­
able alternative, this is the only measure to 
apply. Moreover, since wages and salaries 
account for over 90 percent of total labor 
compensation for the postwar period, the use 
of the Consumer Price Index seems justified. 

prices of consumer goods. 
All employees: As can be see in table 

2, the overall increase in income to labor 
in real terms very closely matched the 
overall gain in productivity for the postwar 
period as a whole. 

Within the period, however, divergent 
movements again occurred. Real compensa­
tion per man-hour rose at an annual rate of a 
little over 2 percent for the last 5 years. The 
less-than-average increase in money com­
pensation was further reduced by the !-per­
cent-per-year rise in consumer prices. Real 
hourly compensation did not keep pace with 
the greater-than-average advance in produc­
tivity for the private economy-3.3 percent 
per year. In contrast, during the earlier part 
of the period, real compensation per man­
hour increased at a rate of over 3¥2 percent 
per year and productivity about 3 percent. 
Although the consumer }Nice index rose al­
most twice as fast as it did later, hourly com­
pensation still exceeded the gain in produc­
tivity. 
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Production and nonproduction workers: 

·The gain in real compensation per man-hour 
for production workers was very nearly the 
same as the gain in productivity over the 
·entire postwar period. Real compensation 
per man-hour for production workers rose 
slightly less than 3 percent year from 1947 
to 1964. In the latter part of the period, 
_however, it rose at a rate of 2 percent per 
year. During the previous 12 years, however, 
despite the greater than average rise in the 
price index, production worker real compen­
sation per m an-hour had risen almost 3¥2 
percent annually (close to the productivity 
gain of 3.3 percent), reflecting the very sub­
stantial rise in money wages a.nd fringes. 

Nonproduction workers exper~enced a gain 
in real compensation per man-hour of over 
2¥2 percent per year over the period as a 
whole-less than the gain in productivity 
-movement. In the latter part of the period, 
the rate was considerably lower than the 
rate of productivity growth. 

Over the entire postwar period, real com­
pensation per man-hour of all manufacturing 
employees and production workers kept pace 
with the gains in productivity for the econ­
omy. Over the last 5 years, however, the less­
than-average increase in hourly compensa­
tion for all employees and production work­
ers was reduced by the 1-percent-per-year rise 
in consumer prices so that real compensation 
per man-hour lagged behind the greater­
than-average advance in productivity. 
n. COST TRENDS IN NINE INDUSTRIAL NATIONS 
(By John H. Chandler and Patrick C. Jack-

man, of the Division of Foreign Labor Con­
ditions, Bureau of Labor Statistics) 
From the standpoint of labor cost per unit 

of output, America n manufacturers are now 
in a significantly better competitive position 
vis-a-vis foreign producers than they were in 
the late 1950's. This conclusion emerges 
from the most recent Bureau of Labor Sta­
tistics unit labor cost study covering trends 
in nine industrialized nations, and it takes 
account of changes in exchange rates in four 
of the countries. 

Examining trends since 1950, the Bureau 
found that unit labor cost in manufacturing 
moved moderately upward over the entire 
period in six Western European countries, 
slowed considerably between 1957 and 1964 
after early gains in the United States and 
Canada, and showed little net rise in Japan. 

Within the past 2 years, many countries 
appear to have checked t he rise in costs. 
From 1963 to 1964, only Italy and the Nether­
lands show significant rises. 

Using the latest available expenditure and 
output information, the calculations on 
which this article is based update and, in 
some cases, revise previous estimates pub­
lished by the Bureau.1 Although several of 
the unit labor cost series have been altered 
as a result of these revisions, the major con­
clusions reached in the earlier work have not 
been affected. The Netherlands is included 
for the first time in the following discussion 
of unit labor cost trends. 

THE LONG-TERM TRENDS 
It is useful to divide the 14 years follow­

ing 1950 into two contrasting periods of 7 
years each. From 1950 to 1957, all nine coun­
tries underwent substantial inflationary pres­
sures, varying in degree,2 but generally suffi­
cient to bUoy unit labor costs markedly up­
ward. During this early period, the Korean 
conflict interfered with the attempts being 
made in each country to overcome domestic 
shortages and r egain pre-World War II mar­
kets. Although some progress was made in 
these years toward liberalizing trade and re­
ducing tariffs, numerous trade restrictions 
and exchange controls remained in effect as 
late as 1957. These restrictions and controls 
were particularly important in transactions 
affecting the dollar zone. 

Since 1957, many countries have inten­
sified their efforts to achieve price and cost 
stability as the tempo of trade liberalization 
with the dollar zone increased and competi­
tion for foreign markets sharpened. 

From 1950 to 1957, unit labor cost in the 
United States rose about the same as the 

1 See John H . Chandler and Patrick C. 
Jackman, "Unit Labor Costs in Eight Coun­
tries Since 1950," Monthly Labor Review, 
April 1964, pp. 377-384. For discussion of 
the problems of deflniing and measuring unit 
labor cost, see William C. Shelton and John H. 
Chandler, "The Role of Labor Cost in Foreign 
Trade," and "International Comparisons of 
the Unit Labor Cost : Concepts and Methods, 
in Monthly Labor Review, May 1963, pp. 485-
490 and 538-547. 

Unit labor cost refers to the ratio of total 
labor cost or expenditure (including direct 
compensation and expenditures for supple­
ments) to total output. 

J Inflationary pressures are as.socia ted both 
with wholesale and consumer price changes 
and in Italy from 1950 to 1957 the two di­
verged widely. The wholesale price index 
declined slightly while the cost-of-living in­
dex was rising at a rate of about 4 percent 
per year. · 

average of the other countries.a As shown 
by the all-employee changes in chart 4 (not 
printed in the RECORD) at the end of the 
period this country occupied a middle posi­
tion between Japan's decrease at the lower 
extreme and Sweden's 67-percent increase. 
France's doubling of all-employee cost ·far 
outstripped rises in the other nations. 

Estimates of unit labor cost trends for pro­
duction workers shown in the same chart 
display slightly less 1950-57 change than do 
the corresponding all-employee estimates. 
,:rhis discrepancy is attributable to a ten­
dency in each country for manufacturing 
industries to increase the proportion of man­
agerial, technical, and clerical personnel to 
product on workers. 

Variations in the trends following 1957 
resulted in a great improvement in the cost 
position of the United States relative to its 
trading partners. All of the countries with 
the fastest rates of increase in the earlier 
period managed to slow the growth of unit 
labor cost, while Italy, Japan, and Germany 
showed greater increases than in the initial 
7 years. As these trends developed, the 
United States and Canada came close to 
achieving labor cost stability. The U.S. 
series Brose 5 percent while series A actually 
declined 1 percent. 

For this recent period, too, the tendency 
for all-employee cost to increase at a faster 
pace than production worker cost can be ob­
served in the trends shown in chart 5 (not 
printed in RECORD) . 

3 As mentioned later in this article, series 
based on national accounts (series B for the 
United States) are preferred for international 
comparisons of unit labor cost trends for all 
manufacturing. These data are also pre­
ferred for the analysis of unit labor cost 
trends in manufacturing in the United 
States, as shown in the article on page 1056 
of this Review. Four of the countries cov­
ered in this article, however (Canada, Japan, 
the Netherlands, and Sweden), do not now 
publish adequate, current data on deflated 
value of gross national product produced in 
manufacturing. For these countries, quan­
tity indexes of industrial production have 
been used. For methodological comparabil­
ity with these countries for which quantity 
indexes are used, a U.S. series based on the 
Federal Reserve index of industrial produc­
tion (series A) was also included in this ar­
ticle. From 1950 to 1957, series B shows a 
32-percent rise while series A shows a 26-per­
cent rise. 

T ABLE 1.-Indexes of unit labor cost in manufacturing for selected countrie.-;1 195Q-61,. 

[1957=100] 

Selected countries 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 t 
---------------------- ----- - --------

NATIONAL CURRENCY BASIS 

All employees: 
United States: 

Series A 2_ - -- - --------------------- - 80 87 91 93 95 92 96 100 103 101 101 101 101 100 99 
Series B a_- ---------- --- ------------ 76 82 86 90 92 90 97 100 102 102 106 106 104 105 105 Canada __ __________ _____________________ 77 84 90 92 94 91 93 100 101 101 104 103 102 103 103 

France ________ __ ______ ------- --- - ------- 50 67 76 80 82 87 92 100 113 115 115 123 132 141 142 
Germany (Federal Republic) __ __ _______ 87 97 95 93 92 92 99 100 103 102 105 111 119 123 123 
J apan ·----- ____ _ ----------------- ------- 109 107 113 102 105 106 106 100 106 100 98 100 108 113 111 The Netherlands __ ______________________ 72 78 81 78 81 85 92 100 103 98 100 108 111 119 126 
Sweden __ -------------------------- ----- 60 69 83 87 91 95 99 100 102 101 102 106 113 116 116 The United Kingdom __ ________ ___ ___ ___ 

Production workers: 
69 74 83 84 85 88 96 100 105 104 105 113 117 116 116 

United States: 
Series A 2_ -- - - --------------- - ------ 87 95 97 98 97 95 98 100 100 98 98 95 95 95 94 Series B a _________________ ____ _______ 83 89 92 95 94 92 98 100 100 99 102 100 99 100 100 Germany (Federal Republic) ___________ 89 100 97 94 91 94 100 100 102 100 102 108 114 116 116 I taly ________ ____ _______ ________________ _ 109 107 111 106 102 100 101 100 98 91 91 92 99 109 117 

Sweden 4 __ ________ --------------------- - 63 74 88 89 93 96 100 100 100 98 98 101 105 107 106 The United Kingdom _______________ ___ _ 71 75 83 86 87 90 98 100 103 102 103 109 111 110 108 

See fo()tnotes at end ()f table. 
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TABLE 1.-Indexes of unit labor cost in manufacturing for selected countries, 195Q-64-Continued 

[1957=100] 

Selected countries 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964·1 
---- -------------- ------------------ ------

U .S. DOLLAR BASIS~ 

All employees: 
Canada __ __ ----------------------------- 68 76 88 90 92 88 91 100 100 100 103 97 92 91 91 France _____________ _____ ______ __________ 54 73 82 86 88 94 100 100 93 88 89 94 101 108 109 
Germany (Federal Republic) ___ ________ 87 97 95 93 92 92 99 100 103 102 105 117 125 129 130 
T he Nether lands ______ _____________ _____ 72 78 81 78 81 85 92 100 103 98 100 114 118 126 133 

Production workers: 
Germany (Federal Republic) ___________ 89 100 97 94 91 94 100 100 102 100 102 113 120 122 122 

.? 

1 Preliminary. 
2 Based on Federal Reserve Board index of manufacturing production. 

~ Adjusted for changes in the official or commercial exchange rate. Until 1961, the 
Canadian dollar bad no par value and was allowed to fluctuate freely in international 
exchange markets. Adjustments for France are based upon changes that occurred in 
1957 and 1958. Adjustments for Germany and the Netherlands are based upon changes 
in par value that occurred in March 1961. 

s Based on estimates of gross national product originating in manufacturing, pub­
lished by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of Business Economics. 

' Manufacturing and mining. 

Exchange revaluations 
In relating changes in unit labor cost to 

international commercial competition, it is 
necessary to take account of changes in in­
ternational exchange rates. France ex­
ecuted devaluations in 1957 and 1958, Ger­
many and the Netherlands revalued their 
currencies upward by 5 percent in 1961, and 
Canada set an official exchange· rate in 1961 
which was significantly below the value that 
had prevailed under the fluctuating ex­
change system prev-iously operating. Adjust­
ments have been made in the table of unit 
labor cost calculations (table 1) for these 
four countries to reflect their changes in 
currency valuations, and the adjusted fig­
ures are shown separately in chart 6 (not 
printed in RECORD) • 

The effects of these adjustments on the 
estimates can be clearly seen in the Canadian 
experience. When Canadian 1964 unit labor 
cost is measured in terms of U.S. dollars­
that is, is adjusted for the exchange devalua­
tion-it is 9 percent below the 1957 level, 
whereas it runs 3 percent above the 1957 
level when measured in terms of Canadian 
dollars. For France, after taking account of 
currency devaluations, unit labor cost shows 
just a 9-percent increase since 1957. InGer­
many and the Netherlands, on the other 
hand, the cost increases are augmented when 
the 1961 revaluations are applied. 

The situation in France from 1950 to 1957 
presents a special analytical problem. The 
legal exchange rate was held at 350 francs 
to the dollar, but the effective commercial 
rate often differed from this figure because of 
an elaborate system of import charges and 
export incentives. 

This situation existed, With frequent 
changes in detail, from the early 1950's until 
the 1957 devaluation. In the indexes shown 
here, no attempt was made to adjust the of­
ficial rate to a more realistic average effective 
commercial rate. Nor was an attempt made 
to adjust the rate for the British pound for 
the temporary import surtax that was in­
troduced in October 1964. 

Components of cost ratios 
Since unit labor cost represents the ratio of 

labor expenditure to production, closer ex­
amination of the labor expenditure and pro­
duction trends helps in the interpretation of 
unit labor cost trends. In general, the 
United States, with a less rapidly expanding 
economy, has shown more moderate increases 
than other countries, both in total labor 
expenditure in manufacturing and in total 
manufacturing production. As illustrated in 
table 2, the aggregate expenditure for U.S. 
wages and salaries and other labor benefits 
has increased by roughly 4 percent per year 
since 1957. In several of the other countries, 
aggregate expenditure has increased by over 
10 percent per year, whereas production has 
increased at rates varying from 5 to 10 per­
cent per year. In Japan, both labor expend-

iture and production have risen more than 
10 percent per year. 

Manufacturing production increases have 
occurred at higher rates in most of the coun­
tries than in the United States. The United 
States, Canada, and the United Kingdom 
show rather moderate rates of increase in 
production, averaging 3 to 4 percent per year 
since 1957. France, Sweden, and the Nether­
lands show a more rapid rate of about 6 
percent. The remaining three countries­
Italy, Japan, and Germany-show excep­
tionally rapid increases of 8 percent or more 
per year. The most remarkable growth has 
occurred in Japan, where manufacturing pro­
duction has risen over 300 percent since -
1953. 

In· ihe last 2 or 3 years, the rates of in­
crease in production show less dispersion. 
Japan, for example, shows an increase of 
about 10 percent per year since 1961, com­
pared to increases exceeding 20 percent in 
certain earlier years. The slower growing 

countries, on the other hand, have main­
tained or even accelerated their rates of 
growth slightly, as indicated by the showings 
for the United States, Canada, and the 
United Kingdom. 

Although the unit labor cost trend esti­
mates in this article have been prepared 
from data on aggregate annual output and 
annual labor compensation, they could also 
be calculated from data on output per man­
hour (labor prqductivity) and average hourly 
compensation per worker. In the United 
States, both labor productivity and average 
labor compensation have been rising gradu­
ally, by 2 to 4 percent per year in recent 
years, so that unit labor cost has shown little 
change. Japan has achieved a high rate of 
productivity increase, but wages have also .. 
been increasing rapidly. As a result, there 
has been little change in unit labor cost. In 
most of the countries, wage increases have 
outpaced productivity increases, so that unit 
labor cost has risen. 

T A BLE 2.-Percentage increases in manufacturing production, aggregate labor expenditure, 
and unit labor cost, 9 countries, annual average, 1950-57 and 1957-64 

Country 

-," •' 

All employees: 
United States: 

Series A. ___ --------------------------------- --------- '-
Series B ____ ---- -- -------------------------------------Canada _________ _______ ___ _____ _____ _______ __________ _____ _ 

France _______ ___ ___ __ __ __________ _______ __ ___ __ ____ _____ __ _ 
Germany (Federal Republic) _______ _____ ____ __ _____ ______ _ 
Japan __ __ _________ _________________________ ______ ___ ___ ___ _ 
The Netherlands. __ -------------------------- ------------ -Sweden. ______ ________ ____ ________________ _______ ____ __ ___ _ 
The United Kingdom __ ______________ ______ ____ _____ ___ ___ _ 

Production workers: 
United States: 

Series A. __ -- ------------------------- ------------ -----
Series B __ __ ---- -- ------ -- ------ -------------- -- -- -- ---

Germany (Federal Republic)_- ------------- ------ ---------Italy ___ ____ ________ _____ _______ __ _________ _______ _____ ____ _ 
Sweden. ______ ________________________ ____ _____ ___ ________ _ 
The United Kingdom ___ ____________ __ _____ __________ _____ _ 

Adjusted for currency revaluations: 

Pro-
due-
tion 

4. 0 
3.1 
4.4 
5.3 

11.8 
17.2 
6.3 
2. 9 
3.4 

4.0 
3.1 

11.8 . 
8.5 
2.9 
3.4 

195Q-57 

Labor 
ex-

pend-
iture 
---

6. 7 
6. 7 
7.4 

14.2 
13.1 
16.1 
10.5 
10.4 
8.6 

5.4 
5.4 

12.6 
6. 9 
9.3 
8.4 

Canada, all employees _________ _________ ________ ___ __________ __ __ ___ ------- -
France, all employees __ ______ ______________ ______ __ ____________________ ___ _ 
Germany: · 

All employees ________ __ _______ -- ----------------------- ------- - _______ _ 
Production workers _______ ________ ------ ------- --- ----- _____________ __ _ 

The Netherlands, all employees ____ _______ ___ _____ _____ __________ _______ __ _ 

1957-64 

Unit Pro- Labor 
labor du~ ex-
cost tion pend-

iture 
--- --- ---

2.6 4.5 4.3 
3.5 3. 7 4.3 
2. 9 4.0 4.4 
8.5 5. 9 11.1 
1.2 8.3 12.0 

-1.0 15.3 17.2 
4.0 6.4 10.0 
7.3 6.1 8.8 
5.0 3.5 5. 9 

1.3 4. 5 3. 6 
2.2 3. 7 3. 6 
. 7 8.3 11.1 

-1.5 9.4 11.9 
6.2 6.1 7.3 
4.9 3. 5 4. 9 

4.4 - -- ----- --------
7. 8 --- ----- --------

1.2 -------- --------
. 7 -------- --------

4.0 --- ----- --------

NoTE.- Rates are computed from the least squares trend of the logarithms of the index numbers. 

Unit 
labor 
cost 

---

-0.2 
.6 
.3 

4. 9 
3.5 
1.6 
3.4 
2.5 
2.3 

-.9 
-.1 
2.6 
2.3 
1.1 
1.4 

-1.7 
2.2 

4.4 
3.6 
4.5 

Revisions and limitations 
The indexes of unLt labor cost published 

here contain several changes from the pre­
viously published estimates. Some of the 
changes arise from data revisions by the 
national statistical agencies.4 In other cases, 

the BLS has selected different data to achieve 
a more uniform baais of measurement among 
the countries. 

4 The Office of Business Economics in the 
U.S. Department of Commerce is presently 

en gaged in the revision of the U.S. national 
accounts data covering the entire postwar 
period. These changes will affect both the 
series A and series B estimates shown in the 
present article, but the revisions are not ex­
pected to be very great. 
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Data used by the governments in prepar­
ing their national economic accounts have 
been used, at least in part, for all of the 
countries. Indexes of manufacturing pro­
duction in constant value terms have been 
obtained for France, Germany (F.R.), Italy, 
and the United Kingdom, as well as the 
United States. Aggregate labor expenditure 
data used in preparing national accounts 
have been used for all the countries. These · 
calculations offer a more uniform approach 
to the measurement of unit labor cost than 
can be achieved through the use of such 
measures as productivity indexes and hourly 
labor expenditure indexes, since many of the 
countries have moved toward standard 
methodology in preparing their national 
accounts. 

Perhaps the greatest limitation in using 
the unit labor cost calculations shown here 
is that all manufacturing industries are com­
bined and that the countries differ in their 
industrial composition. The BLS is under­
taking an industry-by-industry analysis to 
evaluate the importance of this factor. Work 

done so far indicates substantial variations 
in cost movements in different industries, 
but the trends shov;n for all man.ufacturing 
in the present article are believed to be 
relia-ble. 

There are, of course, many inadequacies 
in avaUable data. Although the labor ex­
penditure data should cover all expenditures 
by employers for labor, certain supplemen­
tary benefits such as subsidies and payments 
in kind may not be fully reflected in the 
basic national accounts. In addition, the 
measurement of mruiufacturing production 
has always been a difficult statistical task. 
Several countries, including the United 
States, have made substantial revisions il! 
their production estimates, and uniform 
methods have not been achieved be.tween 
countries. Other limitations of a technical 
nature have been described previously,5 and 
will not be raised here. Although many of 
these technical problems are troublesome, it 
is believed that errors arising from them are 
small in aggregate. 

TABLE 3.-Indexes of wholesale or industrial prices, 9 countries. selected years 

[1957=100] 

Country 1950 1953 . 1957 1960 1962 1964 

--------·- -----------'----·--1-----~- - -- - - ------
United States: 

All commodities ______ __ _____ ____ -- - ----- _____ --- --- -- - ---- 87.7 93.6 100.0 101.7 101.6 101.5 
Manufactured goods ____ _______ ______ ___ -- ----- - ___ __ -- --- - 84.4 91.6 100.0 102.1 101.8 102.1 

Canada: 
All commodities __ --------- - - -- -------------------- -------- 92.9 97.1 100. 0 101.6 105. 5 108.0 
Manufactured goods __ __ ___________ _____ ----- -- - ------ ----- 88.7 96. 2 100. 0 101.8 104. 7 107.8 

France: 
All commodities __ ----------- - ------- - ---- --- - - -- - - -- - - - - - ~ 72.4 92.4 100.0 119. 9 125.7 132.4 

Germany (Federal Republic): 
AU commodities __ - -- ------- ----------------- -- ------------ 81.8 96.7 100.0 100.0 102.6 104. 8 

Italy : 
All commodit ies __ ----------------- -- --- -- --- ------ -------- 101.3 97. 4 100.0 96. 2 99.3 107.9 

Japan: 
All commodities __ -- ----- -- ---------------- - -- --- ----- ----- 66. 9 95. 3 100.0 95. 5 94.8 96. 3 
Manufactured goods ___ _______ ___ ______ ______ -- - --- - -- __ -- - -------- -- -- - --- 100.0 93.5 91.6 91.6 

The Netherlands: 
All commodit ies __ --- ----------- ------ -- ------------------- 81.3 93. 1 100.0 96.1 96.2 105.1 
Manufactured goods __ ___ _ ----- ---- -- -- -- ____ ____ _ -- __ -- _-- 82.2 93. 5 100.0 98.1 99.1 

Sweden : 
All commodities _____ ___ -------------------------- - - __ ____ _ 70.9 90.9 100.0 100.9 104.6 112.9 
Manufactured goods ___________ __ ____ : ___ ___ _ -------------- 74.3 91.7 100.0 102. 8 108. 3 115.4 

The United Kingdom: 
All commodities __ --- - --- ------------------------------ - -- - 77.1 90.3 100. 0 102.3 107. 5 112. 5 
Manufactured goods ____ ___________ -- ___ -- __ ---- __ ---_---- - 76.6 90. 1 100.0 101. 8 107. 2 110.7 

Some related trends 
Since labor cost is a substantial portion 

of total cost in manufacturing, changes in 
labor cost are frequently associated with 
changes in industrial prices . . Therefore, it is 
pertinent to examine wholesale price trends 
to see how closely they conform with trends 
in unit labor cost.o 

A serious difll.culty in a comparing prices 
and labor cost trends is that mos-t wholesale 
price indexes reflect the cost of many com­
modities other than manufactured goods. 
Fortunately, a separate series for manufac­
tured goods is availab'le for the United 
States, but this is not the case for some of 
the other countries. A further difll.culty is 
that, even for prices of manufactured goods, 
the indexes do not differentiate between 

5 Shelton and Chandler, op. cit. 
o Technically, what is needed in studying 

the relationship to unit labor cost is price in­
dexes by sector rather than by commodity 
group, and specifically 2 price indexes, 1 for 
goods and services sold by manufacturing 
to other sectors of the economy and the 
other for goods and services purchased by 
manufacturing from other sectors. Such in­
dexes are not yet regularly published even 
for the United States. See Bennett R. Moss, 
"Industry and Sector Price Indexes," Month­
ly Labor Review, August 1965, pp. 974-982. 

goods that are domestically produced and 
those that may be purchased from abroad. 

Table 3 presents a summary of changes in 
industrial prices compiled from existing na­
tional series. Wholesale prices were very 
stable in the United States, while they 
declined in Japan between 1957 and 1964. 
Increases were moderate in Canada, Ger­
many, Italy, and the Netherlands. 

Relating trends in wholesale prices and 
in unit labor cost from 1957 to 1964, the 
United States shows little change in either 
series. In the other countries, wholesale 
price increases have generally been less than 
increases in unit labor cost. In Germany, 
for exa~ple, which has shown a 26-percent 
increase in unit labor cost, wholesale prices 
have risen by only 5 percent since 1957. In 
Sweden· and the United Kingdom, wholesale 
prices have risen by 12 to 13 percent, which 
is slightly below the increases in unit labor 
cost since 1957. Canada is the sole exception, 
showing an 8-percent price rise since 1957 
while unit labor cost rose only 3 percent. 

In general, the d ata do not indicate a close 
relationship between wholesale price changes 
and unit labor cost changes. In most of the 
countries, wholesale price indexes held 
steady or advanced only moderately during 
the mid-1950's and early 1960's, but the 
increases have been more noticeable over the 
past 2 years. This contrasts with the devel­
opments in unit labor cost trends, which 

show increase3 in the 1950's and more 
stab111ty within the past 2 years. Until fur­
ther price data can be developed which per­
tain only to the manufacturing sectors in 
each country, it will not be possible to make 
conclusive findings as to the relationship 
between labor cost trends and prices. 

RATIO OF LIQUIDITY TO RESERVES 
SHOWS URGENT NEED FOR MONE­
TARY REFORM 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, there 

has been a great deal of controversy 
among bankers, business, and Govern­
ment officials about the seriousness of 
the international liquidity crisis. Are we, 
or .are we not, likely to run out of ready 
cash to finance world trade and world 
economic expansion as the United States 
corrects its adverse balance of payments? 

Virtually all economists and other ex­
perts have contended that there is 
ample-many said too much liquidity to­
day. Some have contended that there 
might be a shortage of the necessary 
gold and key currencies in a few years, 
if the United States succeeds in master­
ing its balance-of-payments difficulties, 
since U.S. dollar and gold outflows have 
been fueling the world's growing liquid­
ity needs. 

Now, for the first time to my knowl­
edge, an economist has come forward 
with an analysis that takes the world 
liquidity needs out of the vague language 
of a theoretical relationship to trade and 
ties the actual liquidity to the actual im­
ports of nations. What the analysis 
shows is startling. 

The study is published in the Septem­
ber issue of the National Banking Re­
view. It is written by Prof. Herbert G. 
Grube!, of the University of Chicago. 
The study shows and I quote: 

The ratio of reserves to imports has fallen 
for all countries covered, as well as for the 
subgroups of countries. Very few observers 
would be willing to assert that the ratio in 
1960 was excessively high. Whatever infla­
tionary pressures · prevailed at that time 
existed in countries with deficient rather 
than excessive levels of international re­
serves. The substantial decline in the ratio 
over the period, therefore, stron&lY suggests 
that reserves in 1964 were scarcer than they 
were in 1960. 

The dramatic decline in the ratio for all 11 
countries could be considered irrelevant if 
it had been accompanied by a redistribution 
of reserves away from countries with exces­
sive stocks to countries with shortages • • • . 
On the basis of this evidence one is tempted 
to raise the question ·of how low the ratio of 
reserves to imports can be allowed to fall be­
fore it is inadequate. The trends over the 
past 5 years, since the first dollar crisis of 
the postwar era, do not give much support 
to the view that the "studies can be ·pursued 
without undue haste." 

And Professor Grube! concludes: 
It appears that the reserves in the form of 

positions with the Fund are such a small pro­
portion of total reserves that increases of 
many times that base would be required to 
bring about a significant improvement in 
the world's overall reserve position. In­
creases of such a magnitude may well require 
a fundamental reform of the present system. 
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Mr. President, this is such a significant 

and refreshing analysis of the vital prob­
lem of how to keep international growth 
and prosperity moving along, that I ask 
unanimous consent that the article, 
"The Gold and Dollar Crisis," from the 
National Banking Review be printed in 
the RECORD, together with an editorial 
comment from this morning's Washing­
ton Post. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

REFORM OR ROULETI'E? 
Are the monetary reserves which nations 

hold in order to finance balance-of-payments 
deficits sufficiently large to insure the sta­
billty of the international financial system? 
The question is at the center of the contro­
versy over the reform of the international 
monetary system. Proponents of reform 
argue that there is or soon will be a shortage 
of liquidity-the means by which deficits 
may be financed-and urge a new mech­
anism for creating additional reserves. An­
tagonists insist that there is now an over­
supply of liquidity-especially of dollars held 
as official monetary reserves-and deny that 
a shortage will develop in the foreseeable 
future. 

Some cold light on the adequacy of inter­
national liquidity is cast 1n the current is­
sue of the National Banking Review, an ex­
cellent journal published by the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency. Herbert G. 
Grube!, a University of Chicago economist, 
approaches the problem by examining the 
ratios of reserves to imports for 11 of the 
world's leading industrial countries. 

The picture that emerges for the period 
196o-64 is disquieting. For the group of 11 
the ratio has fallen from 79 percent in 1960 
to 53.1 percent in 1964. And a continua­
tion of the downtrend will doubtless pusl}. 
the ratio below 50 percent in 1965. Only 3 
of the 11 countries, France, Canada, and 
Sweden, experienced increases in the re­
serves-to-import ratio since 1960. But the 
ratios for Canada and Sweden were extremely 
low in 1960 and remained far below the 
group average in 1964. 

Professor Grube!, who views the develop­
ment with alarm, asks "how low the ratio 
of reserves to imports can be allowed to fali 
before it is considered inadequate." The 
opponents of a meaningful monetary reform 
would permit the question to be answered 
by experience. And, indeed, experience 
would provide an answer of sorts, just as it 
reveals the location of the bullet in a game 
of Russian roulette. But why, in the name 
of sanity, should the world run such a ter­
rible risk? 
THE GOLD AND DOLLAR CRISIS 5 YEARS LATER 

(By Herbert G. Grube!) 
(Herbert G. Grube! is an assistant professor 

of economics at the University of Chicago. 
The author gratefully acknowledges the com­
ments of Arthur I. Bloomfield and Robert 
Tritfin on an earlier version of this paper. 
Needless to say, this current version is not to 
be interpreted as a reflection of their views.) 

In the spring of 1960, a speculative attack 
on the U.S. dollar ushered in a new era in 
international monetary relations. For the 
first time since the end of the Second World 
War, confidence in the dollar was shaken 
and U.S. Government obligations ceased to 
be considered a reserve asset "at least as 
good as gold." A few months earlier, Robert 
Triffin, in a prophetic book,1 had analyzed 

1 "Gold and the Dollar Crisis," New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1960. 
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the fallacies and dangers of a world pay­
ments system built on key currencies. The 
speculative episode and Professor Triffin's 
book stimulated worldwide discussions, and 
academic economists soon produced an out­
pouring of plans for monetary reform.2 

More recently, in July 1965, ~;~. committee 
charged with presenting an official Ameri­
can plan for reform was formed under the 
direction of Henry H. Fowler, Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

In this paper, I shall briefly review the re­
cent pronouncements of international insti­
tutions concerning the problem of world 
monetary organization. I will then present a 
set of statistics designed to put the data on 
liquidity published by these organizations 
into meaningful .relationship with other 
economic magnitudes, and to throw more 
light on the developments of the past 5 
years. 

I. THE FUND AND GROUP OF TEN STUDIES 
The international institutions criticized 

in the worldwide discussions of the past 5 
years, and the major industrial countries of 
the West dependent upon the functioning of 
these institutions, reacted very slowly to the 
challenges of the events in 1960 and the in­
tellectual ferment that followed. Nearly 
4 years elapsed before the International 
Monetary Fund and the industrial coun­
tries, organized as the Group of Ten, each 
commissioned a review of the international 
monetary system and the probable future 
needs for liquidity. The analytical ap­
proaches to the problem, and the positive 
recommendations produced by these re­
views,3 were not startling. This outcome 
could haye been anticipated, for example, 
from the instructions given by the Ministers 
of the Group of Ten to their Ministerial 
Deputies explicitly ruling out any examina­
tion of alternatives to the syst~m of fixed 
exchange rates and the established price of 
gold. 

The Group-of-Ten study presented sta­
tistics on reserve assets, but in no way re­
lated the volume of these assets to any meas­
ure that could conceivably serve as an index 
of the demand for reserves. In the theoreti­
cal discussion of such a measure, the report 
concluded that it knew of "no satisfactory 
quantitative formula for the measurement of 
liquidity need."' Yet, at another point in 
their report, the experts inexplicably came 
to the conclusion that "the overall liquidity 
of the system seemed fully adequate in pres­
ent circumstances." 5 If they had criteria 
upon which to base this judgment, these were 
not presented. The Group-of-Ten study 
conceded that "the need may in time be felt 
for some additional kind of reserve asset," 6 

and therefore recommended a study of the 
long-run need for international liquidity. 
However, it concluded that "in view of the 

2 The most important of these proposals 
have been reprinted in H. G. Grube!, "World 
Monetary Reform: Plans and Issues," Stan­
ford: Stanford University Press, 1963; the 
proposals were summarized in F. Machlup, 
"Plans for Reform of the International Mon­
etary System," International Finance Sec­
tion, Princeton, 1964, Special Papers in In­
ternational Economics, No. 3. 

3 The IMF study appeared as part II of the 
1964 "Annual Report of the International 
Monetary Fund." The Group-of-Ten study 
was first released on Aug. 10, 1964, and is 
most easily accessible in the "Federal Re­
serve Bulletin," August 1964, pp. 975-999. 

'Op. cit., p. 983. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Op. cit., p. 984. 

adequacy of the supply of gold and reserve 
currencies in the present and in the near 
future, there is no immediate need to reach 
a decision as to the introduction of a new 
type of reserve asset. The studies can there­
fore be pursued without undue haste." 7 

Aside from their recommendation for a new 
study of liquidity needs, the review gave 
"expression of support" to a general increase 
in the Fund's quotas. 

The study by the International Monetary 
Fund also contained a discussion of the 
determinants of the demand for reserves. 
The widely known objections to the value 
of imports as a measure of demand were 
analyzed, but no substitute was proposed; in 
the end, imports were used. 

Although the Fund study considered the 
current monetary system to be adequate and 
praised its flexibility and adaptability, the 
tone of its conclusions and recommendations 
conveyed a greater sense of urgency than 
did the Group-of-Ten study. It suggested 
that the Fund "enter upon a broad explo­
ration of the possible ways to meet any in­
adequacies in the supply of international 
liquidity." a But in the next paragraph. 
the broadness of the proposed exploration 
was limited by the insistence that "It will 
be wise to supplement and improve the sys­
tem where changes are indicated, rather 
than to look for a replacement of the system 
by a totally different one." 9 

Both studies emphasized the flexibility and 
adaptab111ty of the current system to meet 
the problems of international monetary sta­
bility and growth, and concluded that the 
current system can be changed sufficiently­
without altering its basic character-to meet 
future world demands. 

II. APPRAISAL OF THE PRESENT INTER­
NATIONAL MONETARY SYSTEM 

Let us examine the extent to which the 
present international monetary system has 
adapted to the challenges revealed by the 
events of 19{i0. The two basic problems of 
the time can most easily be shown in two 
simple diagrams which, while unrealistic in 
some respects, nevertheless allow certain in­
teresting insights. Figure 1 [not shown in 
RECORD] assumes that at any moment in time 
the world demand and supply of gold is a 
function of its price, given such other fac­
tors as the level of international trade, the 
quality of key currencies available, their 
interest yield, and the strength of the gen­
eral belief that their value in terms of gold 
will be maintained. Figure 2 [not shown in 
RECORD] shows the demand and supply 
schedules for key currencies under the as­
sumption that the demand is an increasing 
function of the interest yield. 

The problems of 1960 can be interpreted 
as having been an excess demand for gold, 
and an excess supply of key currencies at 
the existing price of gold and interest rates, 
conditions which could have been remedied 
by upward valuation of gold and a rise in 
interest rates. However, gold revaluation 
was ruled out for political and practical rea­
sons, and interest rates in the United States 
were kept low to encourage full employment 
and economic growth. Instead, a series of 
institutional changes was introduced which, 
in essence, amounted to a once-and-for-all 
shift in the demand curve for key currencies, 
in turn causing a shift in the demand curve 
for gold. 

The institutional changes were designed to 
increase confidence in the value of the key 
currencies. The Basle arrangements for the 

1 Op. cit., p. 988. 
81964 Annual Report, p. 32. 
9 Ibid. 
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support of sterling in 1961 and 1963, the swap 
arra;ngements by the United States in 
1962~3, the gold-pooling arrangements of 
1961, and the General Arrangements to Bor­
row 10 enabled the key currency 'countries to 
meet sudden demands for conversion of their 
outstanding obligations into gold or other 
acceptable currencies. AB is true of deposit 
insurance and the willingness and ability of 
the Federal Reserve System to provide in­
dividual banks with liquidity when needed, 
knowledge of the security of deposits alone 
was sufficient to reduce substantially the 
need to draw on these resources. Thus, the 
dangers of short-run crises in confidence 
were effectively reduced, and the willingness 
of major countries to help each other in 
case of short-run specul,ative attacks served 
to alleviate the fundamental difficulties that 
prevailed in 1960. The demand curve for 
key currencies shifted upward from D 0 D0 to 
D1 D11 thus eliminating the excess. supply 
situation. At the same time, the increased 
wmingness to hold key currencies reduced 
the demand for gold, shifting downward the 
demand curve to D1 D1 and eliminating the 
excess demand. 

In this manner, the world monetary sys­
tem proved its adaptability. The Bretton 
Woods machinery as it existed in 1960 was 
inadequately equipped for dealing with the 
problem of confidence. Partly through the 
leadership of the International Monetary 
Fund, this situation was remedied. But it 
should be noted that the changes were of 
such a nature that they cannot be repeated; 
it will be very difficult to find additional in­
stitutional arrangements to deal with crises 
of confidence in key currencies. 

The present system has not, however, been 
able to deal with what many economists 
consider to be the basic problem and ulti­
mate cause of the disequilibria that existed 
in 1960. The basic problem is that the in­
crease in the supply of gold; i.e., the right­
ward shift of the S curve in figure 1 [not 
shown in RECORD) has in recent years oc­
curred at so slow a rate that the relatively 
rapid upward shift in the demand for gold 
caused by the higher levels of international 
trade created excess demand at the existing 
price of gold. During the past 5 years, the 
increased supply of key currencies, coupled 
with the institutional changes mentioned 
above, has slowed down the outward shift 
of the demand curve for gold. But, as both 
the report of the Group of Ten and IMF 
study acknowledge, there will most likely 
occur a slowdown in the growth of key cur­
rency obligations in the future, simply for 
the reason that the process of increasing 
U.S. obligations and decreasing the U.S. stock 
cannot go on forever. Chart 1 (not shown in 
RECORD] shows the development of these 
two magnitudes between 1958-64, and the 
reader is left to form his own impres­
sion as to how long this accumulation of 
U.S. short-term obligations is likely to con­
tinue into the future. Note should be taken 
of the significant crossing of the two lines in 
1960, the year of the first dollar crisis. Thus, 
if the price of gold is to be kept down, a sub­
stitute for key currencies has to be found. 
This fact is acknowledged in the reports, as 
well as in the suggestion that further studies 
of the long-range liquidity problem be under­
taken. 

m. GROWTH OF INTERNATIONAL RESERVES, 
196G-64 

We tuTn now to an examination of the 
growth in international reserves between 

1o For an analysis of some of these ar­
rangements, seeR. Aliber, "The Management 
of the Dollar in International Finance," In­
ternational Finance Section, Princeton Uni­
versity, 1964, Princeton Studi'es in Interna­
tional Finance, No. 13. 

1900 and 1964, in order to explore the ex­
tent to which the system has adapted to 
changes in the demand for reserves, and to 
determine whether judgments can be made 
about future needs. The statistics on re­
serve holdings supplied by the two reports 
are not very useful faT this purpose. Al­
though there are adequate data on the stock 
of reserves and their growth and di-stribution 
BJmong countries, there are no comparable 
statistics on the demand for reserves. Yet, 
it is well known that scarcity or abundance 
are meaningful concepts only in the relation­
ship of supply and demand. 

The lack of statistics on demand stems 
from the fact that no conceptually unam­
biguous measures have been developed. Al­
though the elements of demand may be 
readily enumerated, their measurement is 
much more difficult. The transactions de­
mand for reserve a;ssets may grow proportion­
ally to trade, by the square root, or by some 
other factor. The need for funds to meet 
temporary requirements depends on a coun­
try's willingness to alter the pegged rate (at 
the ex;treme of complete flexibutty of ex­
change rates, the need for official reserves 1s 
zero) , the flexibility of domestic wages and 
pri-ces, and the readiness to sacrifice real out­
put and growth to restaTe external balance.l1 
Further, the requirements of any one coun­
try depend on the preferences and behavior 
of other countries. Most difficult to account 
for is the fact that balance-or~payments de­
cisions are rarely mBJde solely on the basis 
of clear-cut econom.ic criteria. Interest r.ates, 
budget defi-cits, and international trade re­
strictions are determined by a political proc­
ess of bargaining among many vested! in­
terests in the economy, all of which are af­
fected in some way by the levels at which 
these policy factors are maintained. Unless 
we are willing to engage in what many econ­
omists consider to be distasteful interper­
sonal comparisons of welfare, this fact prac­
tically rules out the possibility of devising 
maximization criteria from which optimum 
reserve holdings may be determined.12 

Despite these difficulties of conceptualiza­
tion and measurement, there does exist a 
demand for international reserves. An excess 
of demand over supply may lead to a world­
wide liquidity crisis, as some observers fear, 
or it may lead more subtly to seemingly in­
dependent national restrictions on trade, 
temporary reductions in tourist allowances, 
voluntary curbs on private capital flows, and 
the like. 

In· view of the lack of a theoretically valid 
demand function for reserves and the clear­
cut need to find some sort of measure for 
demand, I have used the quantity of imports. 

The ratio of reserves to imports has faJlen 
for all 11 countries covered, as well as for the 
subgroups of countries. Very few observers 
would be williing to assert that the ratio in 
1960 was excessively high. Whatever infia­
tionary pressures prevailed at that time ex­
isted in countr.ies with deficient rather than 
excessive levels of international rese;rves. 
The substantial decline in the ratio oveT the 
period, therefore, strongly suggests that re­
serves in 1964 were scarcer than they were in 
1960. 

The dramatic decline in the ratio for all 
11 countries could be considered irrelevant 
if it had been accompanied by a redistribu­
tion of reserws away from countries with 
excessive stocks to countries with shor'ta€es. 

11 See H. G. Grube!, "The Benefits and 
Cost of Being the World Banker,'' "The Na­
tional Banking Review," December 2, 1964. 

12 For an interesting discussion of some of 
these issues, see F. Machlup, "International 
Payments, Debts, and Gold," New York: 
Scribner's Sons, 1964, chapters XII-XIII. 

However, this line of argument does not 
seem very convincing, since all of the rele­
vant subgroups of countries actually expe­
rienced declines in their ratios. On the in­
dividual-country level, only the reserve 
ratios of Sweden, France, and Canada in­
creased during the period. Of these colin­
tries, Sweden started the period with the ex­
cessively low level of 18, and Canada was on 
flexible exchange rates at the outset but had 
returned to the reserve-demanding regime 
of pegged rates by the end of the period. 

On the basis of ·this evidence, one is 
tempted to raise the question of how low the 
ratio of reserves to imports can be allowed 
to fall before it is considered inBidequate. 
The trends over the past 5 years, since the 
first dollar crisis of the postwar era, do not 
give much support to the view that "the 
studies can be pursued without undue 
haste·." 

The breakdown of reserves reveals some 
significant facts about th~ changes of the 
past 5 years. The impTessive decline in the 
ratio of gold to imports of the reserve cur­
rency countries was in large part due to the 
gold withdrawals of some surplus countries. 
But it is interesting to note that the gains 
by the European Economic Community 
countries were lnsufficdent to maintain the 
ratio of gold to imports they had achieved 
in 1960. 

A second important fact is that the large 
increases in dollar holdings brought about 
by the U.S. deficits succeeded only in keeping 
the ratio of foreign exchange to imports con­
stant for the 11 countries, and lowered it 
slightly for the European Economic Commu­
nity. As noted before, this ratio can be ex­
pected to fall as soon as the United States 
brings her payments into balance. 

Another remarkable · feature brought out 
by the chart is the size of the Fund reserve 
positions of the 11 countries. The precise 
definition of this asset category is fairly in­
volved (see the International Financial Sta­
tistics, Notes to tables) , but basically it is 
that sum of resources that countries may 
draw upon without negotiation or condi­
tions. In a sense, this asset is a perfect sub­
stitute for gold and foreign exchange. How­
ever, the Fund reserve position is a mislead­
ing indicator of the Fund's role in the supply 
of reserves, since it does not reflect the au­
thority's actual credit extensions nor its 
changed willingness to make these credits 
available. Such conditional resources can, 
up to a point, serve as a substitute for freely 
available assets, and their use has increased 
in recent years. On the other hand, the rela­
tively small size of this form of assets indi­
cates that the Fund has not been able to 
adapt its institutional setup so that it could 
play anything more than a minor role in the 
provision of owned reserves. Given the im­
perfect substitutab111ty between conditional 
credit and unconditionally owned assets, the 
reform of the international monetary system 
must have the adequate creation of the lat­
ter as its main goal. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 
We conclude that the official response to 

the weaknesses of the present world mone­
tary system, first exposed by the events of 
1960 and Professor Triffin's analysis, has been 
successful in dealing with crises of confi­
dence, but it has been unable to prevent a 
significant decline in the ratio of interna­
tional reserves to imports. Moreover, it ap­
pears that the reserves in the form of posi­
tions with the Fund are such a small propor­
tion of total reserves that increases of many 
times that base would be required to bring 
about a significant improvement in the 
world's overall reserve position. Increases of 
such a magnitude may well require a funda­
mental reform of the present system. 
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.APPENDIX 

TABLE 1.-1964 reserves, imports, and the ratio of reserves to imports, as a percentage of 1960 figures 

I. Reserve countries __ --- ----- ----- --- -
United States ___ --------------- -
United Kingdom _________ __ ____ _ 

II. Europe in Economic Community __ _ 
France ____ ---------- -- ------ - ---

Reserves t 

82.2 
86.1 
62. 2 

Imports 
Reserves as 

a percentage 
of imports 

67. 3 
70.2 
51.1 
90.3 

III. Other Paris Club __ _________________ _ 
Canada ___ - - ---------- ----------
Japan ____ __ _ - -------------------
Switzerland ___ -----------------~ 
Sweden ___ ----------------------

Reserves 1 

132.4 
130.9 
103.6 
134.4 
182.6 

26087 

Reserves as 
Imports a percentage 

of imports 

145.5 91.0 
122.9 106.5 
177. 0 68.5 
169.9 83.5 
132.9 137.4 

Germany---- -- - -----------------

138.0 
251.9 -
112. 1 
117.6 
126.1 
145. 5 

122.2 
122.6 
121.8 
152. 9 
160.3 
144.6 
153.1 
155.7 
158. 9 

157.1 
77.5 
76.8 
81.0 
91.6 

l----------1----------l---------Italy ___ _____ ___________________ _ IV. 11-country totaL __ ------------------ 109.1 139.2 
Netherlands ____ -- --- ---- -------
Belgium ___ ____________ ------ ___ _ 

1 Reserves are yearend totals for gold and foreign exchange holdings plus Fund 
reserve positions. 

Source: International Financial Statistics, various issues. 

TABLE 2.-International reserves, imports, and ratios of international reserves to imports, 196D-64 

[Dollars in millions] . l 

1960 1961 1962 1963 

Countries Reserves Reserves Reserves Reserves 
Re- Im- as a Re- Im- as a Re- Im- as a Re- Im- as a Re-

servest ports percent- serves t ports percent- serves 1 ports percent- serves 1 ports percent- serves t 
age of age of age of age of 

imports imports imports imports 
--------------------------- -----------

I. Reserve countries ________ ____ _ $23,078 $29,222 79.0 $22,071 $28,377 77.8 $20,528 $30,372 67.6 $19,990 $32,066 62.3 $18,988 
United States ___ ____ ___ __ 19,359 16,508 117.3 18,753 16,069 116.7 17,220 17,764 96.9 16,843 18,590 90.6 16,672 
United Kingdom ____ ____ _ 3, 719 12,714 29.3 3,318 12,308 27.0 3,308 12,563 26.3 3,147 13,476 23.4 2, 316 

II: Europ~an Economic Com-
15,924 29,340 54.3 18,089 32,162 56.2 18,552 35,797 51.7 20,006 40,417 49.5 21, 970 mumty ----------- - - ----- -- -France ___ ________ ___ ____ - 2,272 6, 281 36.2 3, 365 6, 679 50.4 4,049 7, 517 53.9 4, 908 8, 727 56.2 5, 724 

- Germany_--------------- 7,032 10,107 69.6 7,163 10,948 65.4 6,956 12,289 56.6 7,650 13,022 58.7 7,882 
Italy- --- ----------------- 3, 251 4, 725 68.8 3, 799 5, 223 72.7 3, 818 6, 075 62.8 3,406 7,590 44.9 3,823 
N etherlands __ ____________ 1,863 4, 531 41.1 1, 958 5,089 38.5 1, 946 5,347 36.4 2,102 5, 966 35.2 2,349 ' 
Be1gium __ _______ ______ __ _ 1, 506 3, 696 40.7 1,813 4,223 42.9 1, 753 4, 569 38.4 1,940 5,112 37.9 2,192 

IIL Other Paris Club _____________ 6, 790 15,785 43.0 7,437 17,640 42.2 8,242 18,147 45.4 8,497 19,901 42.7 8,987 
Canada _____ ---- ___ -- __ --- 1,989 6, 150 32.3 2, 276 6,193 36.8 2,547 6,367 40. 0 2,603 6,618 39. 3 2,881 
Japan ___ ----------------- 1,949 4, 491 43.4 1,666 5,811 38.7 2,022 5,637 35.9 2,058 6, 637 31.0 2,019 
Switzerland __ ------ ______ 2,324 2,243 103.6 2, 759 2, 707 101.9 2,872 3,020 95.1 3,078 3,253 94.6 3,123 Sweden ____ _______________ 528 2,901 18.2 736 2, 929 25.1 801 3,123 25.6 758 3,393 22. 3 984 

---------------------------------------
IV. 11-country total ___ ___________ 45,792 74,347 61.6 47,606 78,179 60. 9 47,292 84, 271 56. 1 48,493 92,384 52.5 49,945 

t Reserves are yearend totals for gold and foretgn exchange holdings plus Fund re- Source: Internatwnal Financial StatiStics, various issues. 
serve positions. 

Countries 1960 

TABLE 3.--Reserve categories and ratios of reserves to imports 

[Millions of dollars] 

A. GOLDt 

1961 1962 1963 1964 Countries 1960 1961 1962 

1964 

Im-
ports 

---
$35,736 
20,251 
15,485 

44,847 
10,070 
14,618 
7, 232 
7, 055 
5,872 

22,972 
7,560 
7,947 
3, 610 
3, 855 

---
103,565 

1963 
------------ ---

I. Reserve countries_- -------- 20,605 19,214 18,638 18, 080 17,607 III. Other Paris club ___________ 3,487 3, 973 3, 845 4,108 
(70. 5) (67. 7) (61.5) (56. 4) (49. 3) (22.1) (22.5) (21.2) (20. 6) 

United States_--------- 17,804 16,947 16,057 15,596 15,471 Canada __ -- ------------ 885 946 708 817 
(107. 8) (105. 4) (90. 4) (83. 9) (76. 4) (14.4) (15. 3) (11.1) (12. 3) 

United Kingdom _____ __ 2, 801 2,267 2, 581 2,484 2.136 Japan ____________ - _____ 247 287 289 289 
(22. 0) (18. 4) (20. 5) (18. 4) (13. 8) (5. 5) (4.9) (5.1) (4. 4) 

II. European Economic Com- Switzerland __ --- ------- 2,185 2, 560 2, 667 2, 820 
munity __ ---------------- 9,436 10,839 11,455 12,281 13,223 (97.4) (94. 6) (88.3) (86. 7) 

(32. 2) (33. 7) (32.0) (30. 4) (29. 5) Sweden . - ----- --------- 170 180. 181 182 France __ _______ _______ _ 1, 641 2,121 2,587 3,175 3. 729 (5. 9) (6.1) (5.8) (5.4) 
(26.1) (31. 8) (34. 4) (36. 4) (37. 0) ------------

Germany_- ------------ 2,971 3, 664 3,679 3,843 4,248 IV. 11-country totaL_ -- --- - ---- 33, 528 34, 026 33,938 34, 469 
(29. 4) (33. 5) (29. 9) (29. 5) (29.1) (45.1) - (43. 5) (40. 2) (37.3) 

Italy----------- - ------- 2,203 2,225 2,243 2, 291 2,107 
(46. 6) (42.6) (36. 9) (30. 2) (29.1) 

Netherlands ____ __ ____ __ 1,451 1, 581 1, 581' 1,601 1,688 
(32. O) (31.1) (29.6) (26. 8) (23. 9) 

Belgium __ ---- -- ---- - - - 1,170 1, 248 1,365 1,371 1, 451 
(31. 7) (29. 6) (29. 9) (26. 8) (24. 7) •;. 

B. FOREIGN EXCHANGE 2 

Countries 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 Countries 1960 1961 1962 1963 
---------- --------- ----------------------------

Reserve countries __ ______ __ 430 1,167 324 385 611 III. Other Paris Club __________ 2,987 3, 008 4,168 4, 157 
(1. 5) (4.1) (L 1) (1.2) (1. 7) (18. 9) (17.1) (23.0) (20. 9) 

United States __ __ ____ __ - ------ -- 116 99 212 432 Canada __ --------- - ____ 951 1,118 1,838 1, 786 
----- -- -- - (. 7) (. 6) (1.1) (2. 1) 

Japan ________________ ~- (15. 5) (18.1) (28. 9) (27. 0) 
United Kingdom ___ ____ 430 1, 051 225 173 179 1, 577 1, 199 1, 553 1,589 

(3. 4) (8. 5) (1. 8) (1.3) (1. 2) (35.1) (20. 6) (27. 6) (23. 9) 
II. European Economic Com- Switzerland ____ ______ __ 139 199 204 258 

munity _______ _ ---------- 5, 705 5, 555 5, 574 6,103 6,604 (6. 2) (7. 4) (6.8) (7. 9) 
(19.4) (17. 3) (15. 6) (15. 1) (14. 7) Sweden_- - ------------- 320 492 573 524 

France_--------------- - 429 818 1, 023 1,282 1,376 (11. 0) (16. 8) (18. 3) (15. 4) 
(6.8) (12. 2) (13. 6) (14. 7) (13. 7) ------------

Germany ____ - --- -- ---- 3, 753 2,862 2, 760 3, 255 2, 721 IV. 11-country totaL __ _________ 9,122 9, 730 10, 066 10, 645 
(37. 1) (26.1 ) (22.5) (25. 0) (18. 6) (12. 3) (12. 4) (11. 9) (11. 5) 

Italy------------------- 980 1, 332 1, 372 837 1, 571 
(20. 7) (25. 5) (22.6) (11. 0) (21. 7) 

Netherlands ____________ 291 134 162 298 396 
(6.4) (2.6) (3.0) (5. 0) (5. 6) 

Belgium ___ .--- -------- 252 409 257 431 540 
(6.8) (9. 7) (5. 6) (8.4) (9. 2) 

See footnotes at end of table. 

78.4 

Reserves 
as a 

percent-
age of 

imports 
---

53.1 
82.3 
15.0 

49.0 
56.8 
53.9 
52.9 
33.3 
37.3 
39.1 
38.1 
25.4 
86. 5 
25.5 

---
48.2 

1964 
---

4, 230 
(18. 4) 
1,026 
(13. 6) 

290 
(4. 0) 

2, 725 
(75. 5) 

189 
(4. 9) 

---
35, 060 

(33. 9) 

1964 

4,213 
(18. 3) 
1,658 
(21. 9) 
1,469 
(18. 5) 

398 
(11. 0) 

688 
(17. 8) 

11,428 
(11. 0) 
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C. FUND RESERVE POSITION 3 

Countries 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 Countries 1960 1961 1962 1003 1964 

I. Reserve countries __________ 2, 043 1, 690 1, 566 
(7.0) (6. 0) (5. 2) 

United States __________ 1, 555 1, 690 1, 064 
(9.4) (10. 5) (6. 0) 

United Kingdom _______ 488 ------- -- - 502 
(3.8) (4.0) 

II. European Economic 
1, 492 Community ______________ 784 1, 705 

(2. 7) (5.3) (4. 2) 
France _______________ -- 202 426 438 

(3. 2) (6. 4) (5. 8) 
Germany_- ------------ 309 637 517 

(3.1) (5. 8) (4.2) 
Italy---- -- ------------- 68 243 203 

(1.4) (4. 7) (3.3) 
Netherlands ____________ 121 243 203 

(2. 7) (4. 8) (3. 8) 
Belgium_-------------- 84 156 131 

(2.3) (3. 7) (2. 9) 

1, 524 769 
(4. 8) (2. 2) 

1, 035 769 
(5. 6) (3. 8) 
489 - --------­

(3. 6) -------- --

1, 570 2,144 

--------------------------
III. Other Paris Club__________ 316 455 228 233 506 

(2. 0) (2. 6) (1. 3) (1. 2) (2. 2) 
Canada________________ 153 212 ---------- ---------- 198 

(2. 5) (3. 4) ----- - ---- ---------- (2. 6) 
Japan_ _________________ 125 180 180 180 220 

~~ ~D ~~ ~n ~~ 
Switzerland _______ _____ ---------- ---------- ---------- __________ ----------

---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ----------(3. 9) (4. 8) Sweden _______________ _ 38 63 48 53 88 
451 619 

(5. 2) (6.1) 
(1. 3) (2. 2) (1. 5) (1. 6) (2. 3) 

---------------
552 913 IV. 11-country totaL __________ _ 

(4. 2) (6.2) 
226 146 

3, 143 3,850 3,286 3,327 3, 419 
(4.2) (4. 9) (3. 9) (3.6) (3.3) 

(3. O) (2. O) 
203 265 

(3. 4) (3. 8) 
138 201 

(2. 7) (3.4) 

1 The figures in parentheses represent gold as a percentage of imports. 
2 The figures in parentheses represent foreign exchange as a percentage of imports. 

s The figures in parentheses represent Fund reserve position as a percentage of 
imports. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum; and I 
assure the Senate that it will not be a 
live quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BASS 
in the chair) . The Chair appreciates 
that information, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAuscHE in the chair). Without objec­
tion, it is so ordered. 

INSURING ORDERLY PROCESSES OF 
GOVERNMENT DURING TEMPO­
RARY INCAPACITY OF THE PRES­
IDENT 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, all 

of us are ·deeply concemed over the an­
nouncement that President Johnson will 
enter Bethesda Naval Hospital to under­
go gallbladder surgery on Friday. For­
tunately, we have been assured by the 
top medical experts of the Nation that 
this is the least serious of major opera­
tions. There is minimal risk, although 
a convalescent period .of from 10 to 14 
days is normally expected. Similar op­
erations have recently been successfully 
performed on some of our colleagues in 
the Senate. 

In some respects, I believe this opera­
tion will be of double benefit to the 
health and well-being of our Chief Exec­
utive. The President is a restless, ener- . 
getic man who has given of himself un­
sparingly to the most demanding office 
in the world. No President has worked 
harder and longer at this all-important 
post. But even the most dedicated and 
hard-working individual needs physical 
rest. The President will now get that . 
rest--and knowing his restless, driving 
nature-this enforced rest is probably 
the only way it could be realized. 

Meanwhile, the President has, with 
wisdom and foresight, briefed Vice Presi­
dent HUMPHREY and the Cabinet on the 
situation. While it is expected there will 
only be a few hours in which the Presi­
dent will not be able to conduct the busi­
ness of his office, an agreement has been 
made for Vice President HuMPHREY to 

Source: See table 1. 

make any decisions that may be required 
during that period of incapacity. 

It was with full knowledge that such 
moments might occur that President 
Johnson chose HUBERT HUMPHREY as his 
running mate in 1964. Those of us who 
have served with HUBERT HUMPHREY in 
the Senate know he is uniquely equipped 
to serve as Acting President, if that is 
necessary. President Johnson has seen 
to it that the Vice President has always 
been fully informed on all the diverse 
problems of the Presidency. As I said 
on August 26, 1964, on seconding the 
nomination of HUBERT HUMPHREY for 
Vice President: 

HUBERT HUMPHREY is ready for this great 
opportunity and this enormous ch~llenge. 
He is progressive, yet prudent. He is com­
passionate, without weakness. 

He is experienced, yet enthusiastic. He is 
a man of vitality and judgment, character 
and wisdom. 

And above all, he is a team. man, and I 
know that he will be of great comfort and 
assistance to the President of the United 
States. 

The Vice President has more than ful­
filled that description and now in a 
moment of temporary incapacity of the 
President, the Nation need have no 
qualms because we have a truly capable 
Vice President standing by. 

Mr. President, the illness of the Pres­
ident dramatizes once again the ex­
treme importance of the vice-presidency 
in these fast-moving and eventful times. 
Further it dramatizes the need for this 
session of the 89th Congress to provide 
the Vice President with an official resi­
dence before it adjourns. The Vice Pres­
ident will, for a time at least, have many 
more additional social, ceremonial, and 
administrative duties thrust upon him. 
He needs adequate quarters and an ade­
quate home in which to meet these re­
sponsibilities. 

I have sponsored legislation to accom­
plish this task immediately. Surely, it 
deserves our attention before we go home. 

In that respect, the Washington Post 
of October 5, 1965, contained an edi­
torial which commented directly on the 
need to complete action for an official 
vice-presidential home. I ask unanimous 
consent that the editorial from the Oc­
tober 5 Washington Post be inserted in 
the body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at thi,s point. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HOME FOR HUMPHREY 
As eager as is C~mgress to wrap up the legis­

lative session, there is still ample time to pro­
vide a residence for the Vice President. The 
official responsibilities, and consequently the· 
stature, of the Vice President have so in­
creased that few will ar.gue any more against 
the desirability of providing him with an offi­
cial home. Choosing a site is another matter. 
Fortunately, Senator SMATHERS has come 
forth with a proposal so clearly filling the 
bill that the slightest nod from the adminis­
tration should facilitate its speedy accept­
ance. 

The Senator wants the Vice President to 
take over the house on the Naval Observatory 
Grounds presently occupied by the Chief of 
Naval Operations. The location is ideal; it 
is already Federal property so only mainte­
nance funds would be needed and the Vice 
President could occupy the mansion soon 
after the bill was approved. With the plen­
itude of military property in the area, there 
certainly would be no difficulty in finding 
an wppropriate residence for the CNO in keep­
ing with the residences of the other service 
chiefs. 

The alternative to Senator SMATHERS' plan, 
Senator MONRONEY's bill calling for creation 
of a Commission for the Acquisition of an 
Official Residence for the Vice President, 
probably would only result in further pro­
crastination. Both proposals have been dis­
cussed at Senate hearings. Now let the Con­
gress act. 

EXPANSION OF AMERICAN BEEF 
EXPORTS 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Small Business Committee 
for the past 9 months, it has been my 
great pleasure to join with the distin­
guished chairman ' of the committee, the 
Senator from Alabama, Senator SPARK­
MAN, in his tireless search for ways and 
means by which American beef producers 
can increase their expo·rts to Western 
Europe. 

Coming as I do from a State where beef 
production amounts to 398 million 
pounds annually, this question is of vital 
interest to me and to my State, and I 
have devoted many hours to a study of 
the complex factors involved. 

There is still much to be done, includ­
ing more hearings later on this year 
which will, I hope, focus further public 
attention on the very serious questions 
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of discriminatory ocean freight rates, the 
lack of adequately equipped ships, docks, 
and facilities, and the need for aggres­
sive development of our potential Euro­
pean markets. 

However, we have already achieved re­
markable export gains. Fresh and frozen 
beef exports in 1964 were 35,347,000 
pounds, 4 times the 1963 total, and 
figures for the first quarter of 1965 in­
dicate that we will do much better this 
year. Beef and veal exports increased 
by 101.2 percent in the first quarter of 
1965, compared to the first quarter of 
1964. 

Shipment of live cattle has tripled in 
the first 9 months of 1965, compared to 
the full year last year. The figures are 
4,469 for 1964 and 12,247 for 1965 through 
September 30. 

Since World War I, we have not been 
an important factor in the world beef ex­
port trade. Discriminatory ocean freight 
rates, combined with rapidly increasing 
consumption at home, caused American 
producers and packers to concentrate on 
the domestic market. 

There was little incentive to compete 
with producers in Australia or Argen­
tina when shipping rates were as much 
as 294 percent higher to Americans. 

But a rapidly rising standard of living 
in Europe and a reduction both in 
Europe's domestic beef production and 
in its normal import supply, made Amer­
ican producers aware about 18 months 
ago of a potential new marketing oppor­
tunity. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a table which demonstrates a 
major long-term gap between European 
production and European consumption, 
and consequently a fine export oppor­
tunity for this country, be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MONTOYA. I believe we have al­

ready moved well to develop this poten­
tial. The President sent a Presidential 
Beef Export Mission to Europe to assess 
the possibilities in May of last year, and 
both the industry and the Department 
of Agriculture followed through with a 
number of trade missions and market 
development programs. 

It is now certain that American beef 
can compete successfully in the European 
market. Exports of fresh and frozen beef 
and veal from the United States to the 
United Kingdom increased from 264,000 
pounds in 1963 to 1,168,000 in 1964; from 
326,000 pounds to France in 1963 to 
2,015,000 in 1964; from 3,000 to Germany 
in 1963 to 109,000 last year. 

An unpublished study by the Economic 
Research Service of the Department of 
Agriculture estimates that the outlook 
is for continu~d market growth for 
American beef for at least the next 5 
years. 

There are a number of reasons for this. 
Most important is Europe's rapidly · ris­
ing standard of living, which is produc­
ing a rapidly rising demand for beef. 

Although per capita consumption of 
beef has increased 53 percent in the 
European Economic Community na­
tions-France, West Germany, Belgium, 

Holland, Luxembourg, Greece, and 
Italy-between 1955 and 1963, it is still 
only half that of the United States. 

EEC economists forecast a further per 
capita increase of 36 per·cent in the next 
5 years. . 

At present, Americans consume 105 
pounds ot beef per person, while Euro­
peans consume 55.1 pounds. 

Obviously the potential is there, and 
I believe that American producers will 
be able to obtain their fair share of this 
market. They have already made sig­
nificant progress, as the most recent ex­
port figures show. 

Reductions in ocean freight rates of 
approximately 25 percent which were 
established as the result of the Small 
Business Committee's hearings earlier 
this year have been of great assistance 
to the export trade. 

Similarly, the 25-percent reduction in 
air freight charges for live calf ship­
ments has helped a segment of the ex­
port business which has great potential. 

Last year, this country shipped nearly 
8,000 calves to Italy and other Western 
European countries by air. Unfortu­
nately, shipments have fallen off this 
year because of handling problems which 
have developed but Department of Agri­
culture livestock men are sure these cari 
be worked out. The demand is there, 
and this market's growth should match 
that of ocean-shipped cattle next year. 

As I pointed out earlier, cattle shipped 
by boat have tripled in volume this year. 
Mr. Jay Taylor of Amar11lo, Tex., who 
was Chairman of the President's Beef Ex­
port Mission to Europe last year, gave the 
committee an interesting example of 
American business ingenuity when he 
testified at our hearings earlier this year. 

Ordinarily, live cattle are fed hay, 
which is very bulky and wasteful of space, 
while being transported by ship. But 
Mr. Taylor showed the committee a feed 
he has developed which is all protein and 
grain. It occupies much less space, and 
the steer will gain up to 20 pounds dur­
ing the trip, worth some 40 cents a pound, 
so the cattleman recovers part of his 
shipping costs. 

But European tastes in beef are still 
atuned to the less expensive, leaner, 
range-fed beef of the type produced in 
Argentina and Australia. 

The mass demand in Europe is still for 
grades which are similar to our cutter 
and canner grades. Therefore, I believe 
our great opportunity in the immediate 
future lies in the development of and an 
appreciation for Choice and Good grain­
fed American beef in Europe. 

We must aim for the American tourist 
and the more affluent European, while at 
the same time we push a continuing edu­
cation program which will widen this 
market. 

The promotional campaigns now being; 
carried out in Europe by the American 
Meat Institute and the Department of 
Agriculture deserve our encouragement 
and support. 

Both these agencies, working in close 
cooperation, have planned a number of 
educational and promotional events in 
Europe and the United Kingdom this 
fall and winter. 

Concurrently, we must continue to 
work for further reductions in freight 

rates, both on the high seas and do­
mestically, if we are to establish a per­
manent export trade in beef. It was 
heartening to learn last week that ocean 
shippers have agreed to continue their 
experimental rate reductions beyond 
September 30, the original cutoff date. 

In addition, there is need for exten­
sive modification and modernization of 
dockside storage and handling equip­
ment, and extensive modernization to 
ships, to handle a growing beef export 
trade. 

We must be vigilant against efforts 
to create new barriers to American beef 
in Europe through overly restrictive reg­
ulations and inspection requirements. 

While bending every effort to develop 
the fresh and frozen beef market, . we 
must not neglect one in which we are 
already well established, that of variety 
meats-tongue, kidney, liver, and so 
forth. 

In 1964, this country exported 156 mil­
lion pounds of variety meats to the 
EEC countries, with a value of $32.5 
million. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a table showing the growth of 
our variety meat exports be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. MONTOYA. In summary, Mr. 

President, the success of our efforts to 
develop a major beef export trade in 
Europe and the United Kingdom is de­
pendent on a variety of complex factors. 

But the potential value of this trade­
estimates range upward of 200,000 tons 
and $170 million a year-makes it im­
perative that we do absolutely every­
thing required to help it along. 

To that end, I propose the establish­
ment of a permanent U.S. Beef Commis­
sion to examine all aspects and all prob­
lems of the trade, and to recommend 
appropriate solutions. 

Specifically, the Beef Commission 
should work toward the solution of the 
following problems, as well as others 
which come to its attention during its 
continuing studies: 

First. A complete reappraisal and re­
adjustment of iniand freight rates-the 
rates from the point of production to the 
point of embarkation-is needed. 

Second. It must work for elimination 
of the disparities which exist in ocean 
freight rates, and which damage Ameri­
can exporters. Our goal should be equal 
treatment in shipping costs. 

Third. Encourage the American ship­
building industry to make provision for 
modern refrigerated beef shipping space, 
both in new and existing vessels. 

Fourth. Promote the availability of 
ocean transports for beef on the hoof. 

Fifth. Remove the redtape which now 
entangles exporters when they grapple 
with the so-called health regulations of 
importing nations. We must develop 
uniform inspection and health regula­
tions which will free the shipper of 
bureaucratic redtape. 

Sixth. The Beef Commission must ini­
tiate an aggressive and comprehensive 
marketing program, including advertis­
ing, consumer education, trade fairs. 
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personal contacts and development of 
detailed knowledge of trade sources in 
Europe. 

Once established, the Beef Commis­
sion will be able to provide the help and 
the expert knowledge that American 
producers and shippers need to obtain 
and to retain their fair share of the 
world market. 

EXHIBIT 1 
European Economic Community actual and 

projected production and consumption of 
meat, 1960-70 

[In millions of metric tons] 

Production Consumption 

1960 __ - ----------- - --------
1961_ ----------------------
1962 __ ---------------------
1963_ ---------------- - -----
1964_ ----------------- --- --
1965_ --------------------- -
1966_ ----------------------
1967-------------------- ---
1968 __ ---------------------
1969_ ------------ -- --------
1970 __ ---------------------

8. 7 
9. 2 
9. 7 
9. 7 
9. 6 

10.1 
10.3 
10.8 
11. 4 
11.8 
12.4 

9, 1 
9. 6 

10.2 
10.3 
10.9 
11.3 
11.7 
12.2 
12.8 
13.2 
13.6 

Source: Adapted from data supplied by International 
Monetary Branch, Development and Trade Analysis 
Division, Economic Research Service, USDA. 

ExHIBIT 2 
Variety meat exports to the European Eco­

nomic Community and the United King­
dom, United States, and major foreign 
competitors, 1961-64 

[In thousands of metric tons] 

1961 1962 1963 1964 

-----------1---------
United States_-------------- 56 57 72 105 
Australia_------------------- (!) 18 29 21 
Argentina ___ ---------------- 22 26 43 (1) 
Denmark ____________________ 10 11 10 10 

1 Not available. 
Source: Foreign Agricultural Service, USDA. 

THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
SYSTEM 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. . President, 
Washington was host last week to world 
financial leaders at the arinual meeting 
of the International Bank for Recon­
struction and Development, the Inter­
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, and 
the International Monetary Fund. 

Such news stories as I saw on theses­
sions were chiefly centered on possible 
reform of the international monetary 
system-hardly a subject to get banner 
headlines or to prompt hot arguments on 
our main streets. Many Americans 
were unaware of the meeting. 

Mr. George Woods, president of the 
World Bank, by his courageous and 
thought-provoking opening address to 
the delegates of this world body square­
ly posed the problem of the rich nations 
getting richer and the poor developing 
nations remaining static or even sliding 
backward. This was not scheduled to 
be the business of the World Bank meet­
ing but with President Woods launching 
of the problem and its dire need toward 
doing something about it in ~is opening 
speech he stimulated much discussion in 
the financial world and even more in 
the Nation's press. 

Mr. Walter Lippmann, a very wise 
}Ilan, tells us the session will be histor-

ically important because it opened up 
officially a problem crucial to world 
peace, and thus vital to each of us. In 
his syndicated column, he cites the 
"grim and dangerous contrast" between 
the advanced countries and the under­
developed countries, and the financial 
arrangements which lead the rich to be­
come richer and the poor to become 
poorer. He calls the growing inequality 
between them the paramount problem of 
mankind. 

Mr. Lippmann's clear and logical out­
line of what the world's bankers faced 
thus becomes important to all of us who 
must face our own Nation's part of a 
global problem. I ask unanimous con­
sent to insert his column in the RECORD 
with my remarks. 

There being no objection, · the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 5, 1965] 
THE RICHER AND THE POORER NATIONS 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The bankers and monetary experts who 

met in Washington last week did not at the 
time seem to be doing very much. Yet, in 
the large perspective of time their meeting 
may well come to be thought of as histori­
cally important. For the report of the World 
Bank and the address of its president, Mr. 
George Woods, opened up, as officially it has 
never been opened up before, the problem 
which is crucial in the promotion of world 
peace-the problem of the relationship be­
tween the richer and the poorer nations of 
the globe. 

This was not the advertised theme of the 
meeting. Generally speaking, attention was 
focused on how much progress could be 
made toward an agreement on the reform of 
the international monetary system. · This 
would be an agreement essentially between 
the United States and Britain on the one 
hand and the continental European bankers 
on the other. There was no substantial 
progress toward such an agreement, and for 
that reason, the international meeting 
seemed rather uninteresting and unimpor­
tant. 

But we can see in retrospect that there was 
no good reason to expect much progress on 
monetary reform. The question posed to the 
bankers was what kind of effective and ade­
q\l~te substitute they would agree to provide 
for the dollar deficits, now that, as President 
Johnson told them, "the long period of large 
U.S. deficits has come to an end." The bank­
ers did not provide the substitute. The rea­
son was, no doubt, that there is no immedi­
ate crisis due to a shortage of international 
money, that there are unresolved conflicts 
of interests among the rich nations as to 
who shall control the creation of new re­
serves, and last, but not least, that the Euro­
pean bankers are by no means convinced 
that the United States will in fact put a 
permanent end to its deficits. 

Although there were some useful technical 
and procedural agreements for further study, 
nothing was settled because the bankers were 
asked to find a theoretical solution-which 
might not need to be applied for a long 
time-to a problem which was hypothetical, 
since our deficits are not yet permanently 
ended. 

The other and largely neglected activity 
of the meeting has been to confront the 
governments and people of the world with 
the grim and dangerous contrast between 
the advanced nations in the northern hemi­
sphere and the underdeveloped countries in 
the rest of the world. In the World Bank's 
masterly treatment of the subject, "the de­
veloped countries," which have market econ­
omies and are non-Communist, include the 

United States and Canada in North Am.erica, 
Japan in Asia, the industrialized countries 
of Western Europe. The developing coun­
tries include all of Asia except Japan and 
the Sino-Soviet bloc, all of Africa except 
South Africa, all of Latin America, and in 
southern Europe, Turkey, Yugoslavia, Greece, 
Spain, and Portugal. Leaving out Russia 
and China, these developing countries in­
clude 70 percent of the people of the world. 

In varying degrees they are all in trouble. 
There is every reason to believe that, without 
a great change of feeling and policy in the 
developed nations, the underdeveloped na­
tions face a dismal future. Insofar as they 
remain weak and disorderly, they will attract 
the rivalry for influence and power of the 
great powers. 

Although there are many differences 
among the underdeveloped nations, the one 
weakness they have in common is that with 
only rare exceptions--those rich in oil and 
some minerals-they cannot earn enough by 
their exports to provide the capital they must 
have for their own development. 

The developed nations buy about three­
quarters of the exports of the developed na­
tions. Since the Korean war, the main 
trend, with only a few years' exoeption, has 
been toward rising prioes for manufactured 
goods and declining ~ices for raw materials. 
For many, if not for all, of the developing 
countries their earnings from exports are not 
sufilcient to keep up with the growth .of pop­
ulation. Relatively speaking, the rich are 
getting richer and the poor are getting 
poorer. 

In secular terms, this growing dispa.J."'ity is 
the paramount problem of mankind, and it 
is in the context a.nd environment of this 
disparity that the problems of war and peace 
wlll have to be worked out. 

This disparity cannot be overcome by 
preaching and exhorting the developing 
countries to pull themselves up by their own 
bootstmps. They cannot and will not do 
that-certainly not unless they pass through 
the ordeal of some kind of Stalinist dicta­
torship. There is again no good prospect 
that the terms of trade can be reversed by 
commodity SIUbsidies and stabilization agree­
ments. The only solution is that the rich 
countrdes make available to the poor coun­
trl:es the foreign exchange which they can 
usefully employ to make themselves self­
sufilcient. This is estimated to be about 
$4 to $5 billion a year more than is now going 
out to these countries. 

Considering that the gross national prod­
uct of the developed countries, not including 
the Soviet Undon, rose to over a trillion dol­
lars ($1,100 blllion) in 1964, this increased 
help is really a trifling amount. It would, 
of course, best be raised and transferred col­
lectively, rather than by any one country 
such as the United States, and in this work 
the Soviet Union should, as the President 
suggested, participate. · 

Unless the rdcher countries can rouse 
themselves to such an indis-pensable action, 
they should cease to pretend that they really 
care 81bout peace among men. 

LOCATION OF INDUSTRY IN RURAL 
AREAS 

Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. Mr. 
President, the very able president of the 
Campbell Soup Co., Mr. W. B. Murphy, 
made a speech recently in Detroit in 
which he discussed the location of indus­
try in the rural areas of the Nation. 

I was immensely pleased as Governor 
of South Carolina to assist the Campbell 
Soup Co. in locating a large, new food 
processing facility in my own State in 
the progressive community of Sumter, 
S.C. 
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Mr. Murphy refers to this plant, now 

under construction, in Sumter, one of 
the outstanding communities in my 
State. I want very much for the Senate 
and the Nation to know of the fine ex­
perience which Campbell has had in 
South Carolina and to know of the fac­
tors which went into the decision to 
locate a plant there. 

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr. 
Murphy's remarks printed in the RECORD. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
an editorial from the Capital City morn­
ing newspaper, the State of Columbia, 
S.C., printed in the RECORD. It is a fine 
commentary on Mr. Murphy's remarks. 

There being no objection, the speech 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE RURAL-URBAN BALANCE 

(Remarks made at meeting of the Economic 
Club of Detroit, Sept. 20, 1965, by 
W. B. Murphy, president, Campbell Soup 
Co.) 
Michigan is well known throughout the 

world for its metal working industries, of 
course. But to those of us in the food in­
dustry, it is equally renowned for its high­
quality agricultural production and for its 
position as a leader in education relating to 
foods. The food industry leans heavily on 
Michigan farms for a wide variety of ingre­
dients and on its great universities for teach­
ing and research in agriculture, biology, and 
food distribution. 

When one is in the food industry he is 
likely to find it advantageous and usually 
necessary to keep closely attuned to the peo­
ple of our country if for no other reason than 
that there's a well-established custom of 
eating foods at least three times a day. Also, 
the food habits of population are pretty de­
cisive in the success or failure of a food busi­
ness. 

There are two subjects relating to food and 
people that are much discussed these days 
and that are of concern to anyone who is 
thinking of the future. The first of these 
is the country's and the world's ability ·to 
provide the necessary food as population 
shoots upward; and second, the adequacy of 
water supplies. 

A third subject is less discussed but just 
as vital-the continued shifting of popula­
tion from the farms and small rural places to 
the mammoth metropolitan areas. To a food 
processor who deals with and is dependent 
on the farmers in the rural areas, this shift­
ing of people and what it means is a matter 
of more than small importance. 

Today I should like to discuss briefly the 
first two of these subjects; namely, food pro­
duction potentials and adequacy of water 
supply and then deal with the question of 
where people are going to live and work. 

Now, there are many predictions about the 
things to come. Undoubtedly one of the 
least unreliable has to do with the future 
population trend. It is estimated that the 
population of the United States will come 
close to doubling and that of the world 
about double over the next 35 years; 
that is, by the year 2,000. This sounds like 
the distant future, but actually it isn't so 
far off. A growth rate of 2 percent per year 
means doubling in 35 years. 

Can this vastly greater population be fed? 
This is a complicated subject in itself. There 
is a different answer for North America than 
for Asia or South America. For North Amer­
ica, the answer is an unequivocal "yes." For 
some parts of the rest of the world, the 
answer hinges on economic, educational and 
political accomplishments more than on the 
technical question of the earth's food pro­
duction potentials. Since food supplies are 
inadequate now in Asia, the future for food 
is that part of the globe is full of problems. 

For the rest of the world, the situation is less 
questionable. · 

I believe it is not too difficult to raise food 
production to a much higher level. The 
world's arable land is about 6.6 billion acres 
and only about 3 billion are used for agricul­
ture. Furthermore, substantial progress is 
being made in reducing the huge crop losses 
caused by insects, viruses, predators, weeds, 
and nematodes and there are continued im­
provements in the techniques of crop pro­
duction. A combination of reduced losses 
and better growing methods means that the 
yield per acre generally can climb to much 
higher levels. The agricultural productivity 
in large areas of our country and in many 
countries of the world is not near its prac­
tical li.mit and will rise as modern agricul­
tural research and development is applied to 
meet local conditions. 

For example, a careful program of agricul­
tural research in Mexico, sponsored by the 
Rockefeller Foundation, boosted corn and rice 
crops and enabled that country to become 
self-supporting and, in fact, an exporting 
nation for wheat, sugar, and cotton. Mexico 
is now engaged in a well-rounded research 
program that is showing fine results for many 
other crops. In the United States and Can­
ada, the yields per acre for a long list of 
grains and vegetables have more than 
doubled since World War II and can go much 
further with research work now underway. 
The productivity figures for cattle and 
poultry have also climbed rapidly. Genetics 
research can bring resistance to some of the 
crop debilitating factors: Crop-growing ex­
periments result in improved growing meth­
ods. Chemical research is producing means 
for more effective disease and predator re­
sistance and for weed controls. 

The adequacy of water for a population 
that will nearly double over the next 35 years 
is vital to the food industry for the simple 
reason that 40 percent of the water used in 
the United States today is for irrigation. If 
a higher percentage of our arable land is to be 
planted, a primary concern is water supply. 
The subject of water is just coming into its 
own as a national problem. The 3-year 
below-normal rainfall in the Northeast States 
triggered this sudden general interest, al­
though water as a subject of major national 
and regional concern would have come to the 
forefront in any event sooner or later. 

There is plenty of water for a doubled pop­
ulation and much more if water supply and 
its distribution is given attention. It is a 
sure thing that we are going to have to pay a 
little more for water in the future. Un­
metered homes, unlined irrigation ditches, 
undistributed surpluses, uncaptured rain and 
snow run-offs, and untreated waste water, of 
necessity, will be frowned upon, and as a 
result, water supplies will probably be ade­
quate for the foreseeable future. 

The third subject for discussion here, 
namely increased population, is more diffi­
cult to deal with than food production 
potentials and water supply. Where is this 
increased population going to live and work? 
If the present trend toward greater and 
greater population concentration continues, 
there will be rather drastic environmental 
effects· on most of us having to do with the 
way we live--our taxes and our peace of 
mind, among other things. Incidentally, the 
entire Septembe·r issue of Scientific Ameri­
can is devoted to the problems of the metro­
politan areas viewed from the standpoint 
that big cities will get bigger and bigger. 

Why would a businessman and a food 
processor worry much about population 
trends as long as they're going up? There 
are at least two good reasons. 

1. As a food processor, he is vitally con­
cerned with the need for continuing in­
creases in crop yields per acre, not only to 
raise food production, but to help hold con­
sumer food prices. This increasing produc­
tivity, involving as it does fewer and fewer 

farms producing larger and larger crops, car­
ries with it the problem of surplus farm and 
small town population. 

2. As a businessman and taxpayer, he must 
be interested in the massive problems and in 
the costs to convert the metropolitan centers 
into attractive, livable places. 

Last March, President Johnson sent ames­
sage to Congress on housing and cities. He 
said: 

"Over 70 percent of our population-135 
million Americans--live in urban areas. A 
half century from now 320 million of our 400 
million Americans will live in such areas. 
And our largest cities will receive the great­
est impact of growth. In our time, two giant 
and dangerous forces are converging on our 
cities; the forces of growth and of decay. 
Between today and the year 2,000, more than 
80 percent of our population increases will 
occur in urban areas. During the next 15 
years, 30 million people will be added to our 
cities. Each year, in the coming generation, 
we will add the equivalent of 15 cities of 
200,000 each." 

Plans are already being considered for the 
huge metropolitan areas of Boston, New 
York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore-Washing­
ton; for the enormous metropolitan areas 
centered by the cities of Chicago, Detroit, 
;Miami, San Francisco, and Los Angeles. 
These plans involve much needed programs 
for clean-up, rehabilitation, and upgrading. 
People are to be stacked on top of each other 
in innumerable large apartment projects-­
distances from suburbs to city centers will 
increase, breakfasts will be served earlier and 
dinners later, transportation needs will soak 
up vast areas of valuable urban and subur­
ban property. 

This picture of greater and greater popula­
tion concentration is to me unpleasant and 
expensive, and I would hope, not inevitable. 
It makes for a more impersonal existence, 
higher taxes, more Government controls, and 
in most ways what can be considered a dis­
torted existence, at least by the standards we 
know today. 

Yet, we are on our way to this rather dis­
mal prospect if we continue for the next 35 
years the trend toward urban concentration 
that has characterized the past 35 years. 

Thirty-five years a:go; the farm population 
was approximately 30,500,000 people. In 
1965, it is about 12,500,000. Farm population 
was almost one-fourth of our population 35 
years ago, whereas today it is only 6¥:.! per­
cent. In contrast, the metropolitan areas 
with populations of over 1 mlllion totaled 43 
million people in 1930 and today about 80 
million. The reduction in the farm popula­
tion has come about through the tremendous 
productivity improvements in farming, the 
sharp reduction in numbers of small farms, 
plus the job opportunities offered in the big 
cities for people who had difficulty making a 
living in the rural areas. 

An analysis of population figures by 
counties shows what has been happening. 
Counties with less than 25,000 population 
not contiguous to metropolitan areas repre­
sent 61 percent of all counties--they also 
have 61 percent of the land area but only 
12 percent of the population. Counties with 
25,000 to 100,000 population and not in met­
ropolitan ~reas represent 26 percent of all 
counties and 20 percent of the population. 
Adding-these together yields 32 percent of the 
population as against 42 percent 35 years ago, 
yet they represent 88 percent of all counties 
~d a corresponding proportion of the land 
area. 

Now, let's look at the metropolitan areas 
of 1 million or over. There are 164 counties 
in this category that represent less than 5 
percent of the land area but have 41 per­
cent of the population. This population has 
gone up in a disproportionate amount over 
the last 35 years. If we examine the record 
on distribution of employment in manufac­
turing establishments, the most recent count 
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shows that the metropolitan areas have 48 
percent of the total. 

We know that the combination of metro­
politan industrialization and scientific farm 
developments has caused many millions of 
rural people to go to the metropolitan areas. 
What problems we created for ourselves. 
Had industry expanded by decentralization 
to a far greater extent than now is the case, 
and had it gone into the thousands of small 
cities and towns, the rural citizens who could 
not make a living on their farms could have 
found jobs in local industry and the over­
crowding of big city areas would be far less. 

This isn't a phenomenon of North Amer­
ica. The vast slums of Caracas, Mexico City, 
and Lima, for example, are made up to a con­
siderable degree of families from rural sec­
tions who are attracted to the possibility of 
jobs in the industry that clusters in metro­
politan areas. One day the merit of indus­
trial decentralization will be recognized 
throughout the world and those from the 
poor farms will find jobs in plants located 
near their homes. 

I believe it is in order to suggest that in 
the United States of America the dispro­
portionate industrial concentration in the 
metropolitan areas not go further and 
further and also to suggest that manufac­
turers can do themselves a favor and OU!l' 
country a service by allocating a fair share 
of their new plants to the rural areas. 

We already have critical urban problems. 
Those problems will be compounded if the 
trend toward the metropolitan areas that 
characterized the past 35 years continues in­
to the future. 

In this city of Detroit, there is an aggres­
sive urban renewal program led by Mayor 
Cavanagh that obviously is badly needed 
and which illustrates the kind of attack that 
must be carried on in all major cities. But 
Detroit doesn't need to have further migra­
tions from the rural areas. 

Philadelphia, where I live, is also making 
strenuous efforts to upgrade its character 
and also has a long struggle ahead. It too 
doesn't need further migrations from the 
rural counties. The conditions in New York, 
Chicago, and Los Angeles are too well known 
to need description here. . 

It is estimated, and I think it is a reason­
able estimate, that over the next 35 years, 
while our population will double, the num­
ber of farms will decrease from today's 
3,300,000 to about 1,500,000 and that farm 
population will drop from today's 12'h mil­
lion to about 6 million. Since in 35 years 
the 12'h million will nearly double to ap­
proximately 24 million, and farms will then 
need only 67'2 million, this means a surplus 
of about 18 million. These are conservative 
figures. Other estimates indicate that there 
will be only 1 million farms and a farm pop­
ulation of only 4 million. There is no es­
timate for the future reduction in numbers 
of people in rural towns serving the farm 
population. This reduction easily can match 
in numbers the surplus from the farms. The 
trend to fewer and fewer farms and lower 
farm and other rural population has been 
going on for many years and shows no sign 
of abating. 

This does not mean that our crop produc­
tion will be less-in fact, it will be far higher 
but it wm be done by much larger farms 
and by further farm mechanization and 
other crop productivity gains. I am not sug­
gesting that we are going to have farm fac­
tories. An overwhelming proportion of our 
farms undoubtedly will be family farms as 
they are today, but these will be family farms 
of much larger acreage, operated with more 
sophisticated machinery and with fewer 
work-hours per unit of crop production. In 
1930, the average value of a farm was 
$10,900--today, the average value of a farm 
is $68,000. It is estimated that 35 years from 
now the average value of a farm will be 
$200,000 or more. This means that there 

will be fewer farms and millions of people 
from small farms and rural towns will be 
looking for jobs. If the trend of the last 
35 years continues, they will go to the large 
cities and mostly to the metropolitan 
centers. 

Farming is an exciting occupation when 
the farmer has good education and training 
and when 'the farm has the potential to be 
profitable. This means a sizable acreage, 
high production modern farm machinery, 
funds for fertilizing and spraying, and ample 
water supply. 

But it's no fun being a break-even or loss 
farmer and so over the last several decades 
there has been an evolutionary change en­
tailing large, year-after-year reductions in 
small farms. This will continue, in all prob­
ability, until there remains a hard core of 
well educated, high income farmers. Speak­
ing as a taxpayer, this will be a good thing 
in more ways than one. 

The fact that there is considerable un­
employment in the poor sections of big 
cities would seem to argue for concentrat­
ing new plants in such areas. This seems .to 
me to be a superficial conclusion. There are 
plenty of job opportunities now in the big 
cities !or trained people. 

The principal problem of the unemployed 
is lack of education. Educated people do not 
have trouble getting jobs and this applies to 
all nations and all races. Our unemploy­
ment is heavily concentrated in the ages of 
16 to 25 and primarily among those without 
good education or training. Motivate these 
young people to want an education, to want 
to work and to want to be trained, and the 
vast employment opportunities now existing 
in big cities will be available to them. 

If most of the new manufacturing plants 
are loaded into the metropolitan areas, this 
won't solve the unemployment problem of 
the uneducated, but it will cause millions 
more from the rural counties to drift to the 
big cities to look for jobs. 

You might ask what will stop this greater 
and greater big-city concentration. People 
are going to move where they want to and 
the mobility of the American people is well 
established. If the jobs are available in the 
metropolitan areas, the people are going to 
those jobs. By the same token, if jobs are 
available in the thousands of small towns 
and cities away from the metropolitan areas, 
I think most of the people in these rural 
areas will not move. They will prefer to live 
in the circumstances in which they were 
raised. People everywhere can read. They 
see television and they read the papers. They 
know ahout urban crowding and the urban 
crimes. They also know that smaller places 
are friendly. They know that in the small 
town or city it takes only 5 to 15 minutes to 
travel between home and work. Generally, 
parking is not a problem. For those who 
golf, the golf course is near enough to their 
place of work to permit nine holes before 
dinner. If one likes to hunt and fish, the 
hunting and fishing frequently are quite 
handy also. If one runs into trouble, the 
neighbors will help and not look the other 
way. 

Of course, those of us who travel a good 
deal find much of this industrial decentral­
ization going on right now. Industrial 
plants are springing up in many places 
throughout the country, but they are also 
still springing up in the metropolitan areas 
as well and in greater proportion. At the 
present time, we have a continuation of the 
trend to greater and greater big city crowd­
ing. 

For the most recent 10-year period for 
which figures are available, that is 195·2-6-2, 
the number of business establishments of 
all kinds, manufacturing, and nonmanufac­
turing combined, that had over 100 em­
ployees, increased from 50,900 to 57,000. Over 
48 percent of that increase took place in the 
already overcrowded 164 counties that rep­
resent metropolitan areas. 

To place this in another perspective, by 
the latest figures available, the number of 
people employed in manufacturing plants 
in the rural counties is about 1.1 million and 
has gone up only 450,000 in 20 years. The 
number of people in manufacturing plants 
in metropolitan areas is 8.5 million and has 
gone up 3.4 million in 20 years, over seven 
times as much as in the rural counties; so 
5 percent of the land and 5 percent of the 
counties have had seven times as many new 
jobs as the rural 60 percent land area. This 
is concentration and overcrowding with a 
vengeance. 

If manufacturers were to schedule a fair 
share of their new plants to the small places 
distant from the metropolitan areas as sug­
gested here, this could well bring down the 
wrath of the metropolitan chambers of com­
merce and metropolitan real estate promot­
ers, but it shouldn't. Even if there were 
no more manufacturing plants built in the 
already overcrowded urban areas, there is 
still more cleaning up to do, more building 
expansion, more growth in the urban centers 
than probably can be handled well. 

Most of our urban centers now have very 
difficult water and sewage problems. All of 
them need housing improvements. Their 
educational facilities, which should be first­
rate to cope with big city problems, are, in 
general, far from that much-needed level. 
This applies to the situation today. With­
out a further disproportionate share of new 
manufacturing plants added to metropolitan 
centers, the load on transportation, on water 
and sewage systems, on housing and on edu­
cation will be vastly greater in the future 
for the very simple reason that the metro­
politan centers will have constantly rising 
populationR and greater demands on con­
tiguous business. 

It happens that there is an enormous seg­
ment of the business complex that can't be 
disassociated from the great population of 
the metropolitan centers. I refer here to 
the services industry which includes retail­
ing, wholesaling, utilities, transportation, 
construction, entertainment, banking, insur­
ance, and all of the other types of services 
that are necessarily indigenous to the popu­
lation. They must be located where they 
are needed. It also happens that the services 
part of our economy is our fastest· growing 
portion and now exceeds in employment the 
manufacturing part. 

The metropolitan areas will have their 
hands full adjusting to the growth in the 
services industries without. further massive 
manufacturing plant loads. 

I am not so naive as to think that in this 
area of industrial development and popula­
tion growth that everything is cut and dried. 
In my company, for example, we now have 
five plants in metropolitan areas. We are 
in the process of some necessary expansion 
in three of these plants. We have rehabili­
tated all of them in order to raise their pro­
ductivity. 

I do not think for the future that it would 
possibly come about that all new manufac­
turing plants could be located in the counties 
of smaller population, but I would hope that 
a greater portion would be so located than 
has been the case in the past so that the 
work force made available by the reduction 
in numbers of farms would not have to 
move to the metropolitan areas to find work. 

Assuming it to be desirable, how is this 
scattering of new manufacturing plants to be 
accomplished? In England and France, for 
example, it is done by government fiat. 
Belgium has a most effective voluntary pro­
gram that stresses the logic of utilizing 
available rural labor, lower taxes, and low­
cost real estate. I think in our country de­
centralization is now going on to some extent 
and will be done to a much greater degree 
as the relative merits of locating in small 
rural-type communities become more appar­
ent to our manufacturing companies. Lower 
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costs will be an important factor and here I 
do mean labor rates, except as they reflect 
lower living costs. 

There are many places in our country 
where manufacturing c~n be located away 
from the metropolitan centers. Of the Na­
tion's 28,800 manufacturing establishments 
with over 100 employees, only 2,062 are lo­
cated in these rural counties. This is about 
one such plant per county. Now it is true, 
of course, that a part of this land is repre­
sented by mountainous or desert areas, but 
even if we allow for this, there are literally 
thousands of small places hungering for 
manufacturing industries. Also, most coun­
ties away from metropolitan areas, that have 
25,000 to 100,000 population, are far from 
being overcrowded with manu~acturing 
plants. 

Using our company as an example, we re­
cently completed construction of a million­
square-foot plant that will ultimately re­
quire about 1,500 people in Paris, Tex., a 
community of about 21,000 people. This 
was a very close decision as we had dozens 
of opportunities to go into small places in 
Texas where conditions were adequate in all 
respects. We were in the happy position of 
being able to choose one out of at least a 
dozen excellent communities. We are now 
constructing a plant in Sumter, S.C., a town 
of 23,000. This plant could have gone into 
any one of fifty locations in the southeastern 
part of the country, an with adequate land, 
labor, water, utilities, etc. 

I could give examples of other such plants 
in Ohio, Maryland, Indiana, Minnesota, Ne­
braska, Arkansas, and California. These 
plants are located in towns as small as 2,000 
population. In these places, employees are 
sometimes drawn from a radius of 15 to 20 
miles. In the past 15 years, our medium-size 
company has added roughly 14,000 employees 
in smaller communities as our business has 
expanded. This has meant that some 50,000 
to 60,000 family members have been held in 
their home communities rather than forced 
to drift into larger places looking for Jobs 
plus at least that number of people in the 
services industries dependent on money cir­
culating from those fam1lies. 

Of course, there are some obstacles to oper­
ating manufacturing plants in small cities 
and towns. The difficulties might be con­
sidered to be these: lack of management and 
executive personnel, reluctance of some com­
pany executives or their wives to take as .. 
signments in small communities, lack of 
trained mechanical workers, inadequate util­
ities, and lack of construction work forces. 
Of all of these, the most serious one is the 
possibility of inadequate ut1lities. It may be 
necessary to put in one's own water or sew­
age system. This is an extra cost, of course, 
but we have found it to be more than offset 
by the lower tax rates. The matter of the 
lack of trained people is a myth in my opin­
ion. The men and women from farms and 
small towns tend to have good work habits 
because of their way of life and their early 
training. Our organization at Paris, Tex., 
for example, where we took a green force 
from scratch and trained it to handle some 
of the fastest metalworking machines, such 
as, can body makers and aluminum presses, 
and intricate electrical devices, such as elec­
tronic sorting machines, automatic controlS 
and computers, developed the necessary skillS 
in at least as short a time as is pa.r for the 
course in urban centers. 

Being the main industry in a town has 
many advantages· but also I suppose has the 
disadvantage of being constantly in the spot­
light. However, an industry that deals fairly 
with its neighbors and employees has lots of 
friends. This can be important during criti­
cal periods. 

Small towns cannot compete with large 
centers for cultural activities-the theater, 
museums, concerts, lectures, etc.-but I don't 
think this is a critical matter. There are 

fast airplane services, national magazines, 
national newspapers, and national radio and 
·television, but most of all, the fast and fre­
quent means of travel permits those who 
live in small places to visi t large cities with 
great ease and at low travel cost. And, I 
suppose, we might put forth the advantages 
of communing with nature as being a cul­
tUral advantage favoring the small town. 

If someone should ask us whether rural 
places and small towns can equal the urban 
centers as the spawning ground for business, 
government, education, and scientific leaders, 
the record to date indicates that the answer 
is "Yes." For example, of the 100 presidents 
of the country's leading industrial firms, 23 
were born in metropolitan areas, but 41 came 
from small towns or !*ural communities. Of 
the 100 U.S. Senators, only 13 came from 
metropolitan areas, while 59 qame from the 
predominantly rural counties. For the Pres.i­
dent and his Cabinet composed of 12, only 3 
came from metropolitan areas, and 5 came 
from rural places. Of the 20 heads of the . 
Nation's leading colleges and unive.rsities, 
only 3 were born in metropolitan areas, while 
12 came from small towns and farms. Of 
the 20 top men in the National Academy of 
Sciences, which includes 11 members of the 
Council and 9 division chairmen, 4 were born 
in metropolitan areas, while 9 were born in 
small places. -This does not prove that the 
rural counties are better than the metropoli­
tan areas for developing future leaders, but 
it does indicate pretty persuasively that there 
is no disadvantage to being born and brought 
up on a farm or in a small rural town. 

I thin~ I have certainly shown a leaning 
toward locating a fair share of manufactur­
ing plants away from the big population cen­
ters at this stage in our country's develop­
ment. My purpose has not been to disparage 
the big city, but rather to indicate the im­
portance of avoiding further unnecessary 
overcrowding and additional distortions in 
our already mammoth centers that will re­
sult through fa111ng to provide jobs in the 
rural counties for the coming millions from 
these rural counties who will need nonfarm 
jobs. 

[From The State, Columbia, S.C., Sept. 24, 
1965) 

FARM AND FACTORY 

Three cheers for W. B. Murphy and his 
refreshing view of rural America in an in­
dustrial age. 

Mr. Murphy is president of Campbell Soup 
Co., one of South Carolina's latest bluechip 
corporate citizens. He also is a champion 
of a point of view which gives both credit 
and confidence to Americans who live on 
the farms in the small towns which dot the 
hinterland. 

He harbors no host111ty against big city 
folk. On the contrary, he probably casts a 
loving eye on the teeming millions who 
inhabit our metropolitan centers, since they 
constitute the greatest market for his prod­
ucts. But when it comes to the business of 
locating industrial plants, Mr. Murphy cor­
rectly sees that further industrialization of 
big cities will simply add to urban conges­
tion, confusion, and complexity. 

He advocates a decentralization of indus­
try, with particular attention being paid to 
the placement of plants in less-populated 
areas. His company's decision to locate a 
Campbell's plant at Sumter is a case in 
point. His thinking and the corporation's 
policy serve the double-barreled purpose of 
reducing urbanization while stimulating 
economic progress in rural areas. 

Just this week, Mr. Murphy voiced this 
concept before the Economic Club of De­
troit in these words: 

"If jobs are available in the metropolitan 
areas, the people are going to those jobs. 
By the same token, if jobs are available 
in the thousands of small towns and cities 
away from metropolitan areas, I think most 

of the people in these rural areas will not 
move. They will prefer to live in the cir­
cumstances in which they were raised." 

That attitude is not new in South Carolina, 
for many textile and other firms already have 
built thriving factories far from the cities of 
our State. Their decision has been vindi­
cated, for the productivity of these out-of­
town plants has surpassed their fondest 
hopes in almost every instance. 

Mr. Murphy himself pointed out to his De­
troit listeners that the work habits of men 
and women from the farms and small towns 
make them productive employees in industry. 
Many a country boy (or girl) can testify that 
the 40-hour workweek of industry is a wel­
come relief from the dawn-to-dusk labor 
down on the farm. 

Furthermore, industrial work hours make 
if possible for many an employee to do a 
little farming along with his factory work, 
at least to the extent of maintaining a gar­
den and perhaps some livestock and poultry. 

Mr. Murphy and Campbell's Soup are not 
blazing any novel trail in South Carolina, but 
their obvious dedication to the idea of rural 
industry adds stature and stab111ty to a con­
cept which can mean much to the entire 
Nation. 

We naturally are interested in seeing the 
pattern followed in South Carolina and the 
South. But the larger view envisions a simi­
lar application all over America, with the in­
evitable result that the Nation as a whole 
will benefit from the strengthening of the 
agricultural economy and the stab111zing of 
the rural population. 

Making good-paying jobs available within 
easy reach of rural folk is one answer-per­
haps the best one yet--to the recurring ques­
tion of slowing the rush from country into 
the city. 

THE CHINA CLIPPER 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, today 

I wish to add my voice to those hailing 
the 30th anniversary of the historic 
flight of Pan American Airways over the 
Pacific Ocean to Hawaii and beyond to 
the Orient shores of that sea. 

When the China Clipper rose from the 
waters of San Francisco Bay on Novem­
ber 22, 1935, its first destination was 
Hawaii-my land and now my State. 

Such was the precise planning of the 
men who directed Pan American Airways 
and the men who flew those early flying 
boats, that the China Clipper settled on 
the water at Honolulu practically on the 
minute of her scheduled time. 

Up until that flight, which was the first 
commercial scheduled flight to cross any 
of the earth's major oceans, the only air­
planes that had flown the 2,400 miles 
that separate Hawaii from the mainland 
were daring stunt flights. 

We all recall the Dole flights. We re­
member the remarkable feats of Sir 
Charles Kingsford-Smith, the valiant 
Australian. These flights were once­
only, special flights with special prepa­
rations in the way of extra gas tanks 
and no mail or cargo. 

In its way Pan American's first flight 
was a special flight. There were special 
preparations for it. Eight years of over­
ocean flying experience lay behind it, 
from those first days in 1927 when the 
young Juan T. Trippe launched the first 
regular flights from Key West 90 miles to 
Havana. 

In those 8 years Pan American had ex­
panded down through Central and South 
America and into the Caribbean. They 
were years of the application of sound 
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engineering to flying , of scientific ·build­
ing of aircraft capable of safe, long­
range trips. They were years of devel­
oping new techniques in radio and 
navigation. 

Ever since 1919 when the 20-year-old 
Juan Trippe was fresh out of the Navy 
air arm of World War I, this youth had 
thought of a day when flying would be 
a regular means of communication and 
not a thing of barnstorming pilots flying 
from cow pastures in Jenny biplanes. 

He felt that with the American genius 
for planning and construction, and the 
American spirit for overcoming obsta­
cles, there was no part of the world that 
could not in time be reached by regular 
and dependable air service. 

This, then, is what he and h is col­
leagues provided in the Pacific in 1935, 
by pioneering the air route between the 
mainland and Hawaii, thus starting a 
trend that today makes me proud of rep­
resenting the 50th State of the Union. 

That first flight of the China Clipper­
an enormous flying machine in its day 
with four of the most powerful engines 
then developed-reached Hawaii iri 20 
hours. It was aptly named a "Clipper" 
for it carried on in the air the tradition 
of those Yankee clipper ships which in 
the days of sail were the fastest things 
afloat on the vast oceans of the world. 

Sailing ships had yielded to steam in 
those days 30 years ago. Yet it took the 
fastest steamer almost 5 days to make 
the voyage from San Francisco to Hono­
lulu. Here in one abrupt leap the time 
distance separating my islands and the 
mainland had been cut to one-sixth or 
less overnight. 

Since that day this pioneering airline 
has continued to spur the design and pro­
duction of yet faster airplanes. The 
China Clipper, which was a . Martin 
M-130, gave way to the Boeing B-314 
Clipper, larger and faster, bringing Ha­
waii still closer to the mainland. 

During World War II this ·fast route 
to Hawaii became an aerial lifeline, with 
Pan American's great planes flying- men 
and military supplies of the highest 
priority. 

After the war, with the advent of 
suitable landing fields, Pan Am intro­
duced faster land planes-the DC-4, the 
Constellation, and the Boeing Strata­
cruiser. The time was cut to 12, to 11, to 
9 hours. 

Then, with the 350-mile-an-hour DC-
7's, to 7¥2 hours. In 1959 when Pan 
American was first to introduce jets on 
the run, the time was cut to the present 
5 hours. 

Five hours. Five hours against the 5 
days of just 30 years ago. Days turned 
into hours. The 50th State brought next 
door. The meaning of this to Hawaii has 
been incalculable. It has brought us 
visitors, first in the thousands, then in 
the tens of thousands, and now in the 
hundreds of thousands per year. 

Pan Am's leadership was not only in 
speed and safety. It has pioneered in 
reducing the costs of air travel. An­
other idea of Juan Trippe's was to help 
bring about the day when air travel 
could be brought within the range of the 
man of average purse. And now we are 
seeing that day in tourist travel to Ha-

waii. Secretaries can spend their vaca­
tions in the fragrance of ginger blossoms 
and Plumeria flowers-by the golden · 
sands of Waikiki and in the neighbor 
islands of Hawaii, Maui, and Kauai. 

New hotels have risen on the beaches 
of the neighbor islands and the jets of 
today bring over the visitors to fill them. 
Yet there are vast areas of open country, 
miles of vacant sandy beaches still open 
in our State. The potential has hardly 
been tapped, even with a tide of visitors 
now grown beyond the half million a year 
point. 

The airplane did this, thanks to its 
ability to bring the cGst of travel down to 
the level of the wage earner. In the early 
days of Pan Am's air service to Hawaii 
the one-way fare was $360 when the dol­
lar was worth at least three times what 
it is today. In other words it was 'the 
equivalent of $1,000 in today's money. 

Yet today the fare from the mainland 
to Hawaii has been brought down to just 
$100. The travel time reduced from 5 
days to 5 hours, the fare reduced to a 
tenth of what it was-and all in just 
30 years. 

No wonder our land has burgeoned. 
No wonder it has joined the Union as the 
50th State. 

Such is the air age ushered in just 30 
years ago by that historic flight of Pan 
American Airways. 

POPE PAUL'S VISIT HAS LEFT ITS 
MARK 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Mary 
McGrory, for the Washington Evening 
Star, writes: 

America's first papal visit began in uncer­
tainty on both sides and ended in glowing 
satisfaction all around. It also helped to 
define the personality and purpose of Pope 
Paul VI better than any episode of the 
pontificate he assumed 3 years ago. His 
commitment is to the United Nations; his 
mission is world peace. 

It was my great privilege, Mr. Presi­
dent, to have been present in the cham­
ber of the General Assembly at the 
United Nat ions when Pope Paul deliv­
ered his h istoric message. I was struck 
by the fervor of his plea for peace, and 
by the strength of his endorsement of 
the United Nations. He not only called 
it "the last hope of concord and peace," 
but described it as a "bridge between 
peoples" helping "to hasten their eco­
nomic and social progress." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the full text of Pope Paul's 
eloquent address at the United Nations 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TRANSLATION OF POPE's ADDRESS AT U.N. 
As we commence our address to this 

unique world audience, we wish to thank 
your Secretary General, U. Thant, for the in­
vitation which he extended to us to visit the 
United Nations, on the occasion of the 20th 
anniversary of the foundation of this world 
institution for peace and for collaboration 
between the peoples of the entire earth. 

Our thanks also to the President of the 
General Assembly, Mr. Amitore Fanfani, who 
used such kind language in our regard from 
the very day of his election. 

We thank all of you here present for your 
kind welcome, and we present to each one of 
you our deferential and sincere salutation. 
In friendship you have invited us a n d ad­
mitted us to this meeting; and it is as a 
friend that we are here today. 

We express to you our cordial personal 
homage, and we bring you that of the entire 
Second Vatican Ecumenical Council now 
meeting in Rome, and represented here by 
the eminent cardinals who accompany us 
for this purpose. 

In their name and in our own, to each and 
every one of you, honor and greeting. 

This encounter, as you all understand, 
m arks a simple and at the same time a great 
moment. It is simple because you have be­
fore you a humble man; your brother; and 
among you all, representa tives of sovereign 
sta tes , the least invested, if you wish to think 
of him thus, with a minuscule, as it were 
symbolic, temporal sovereignty, only as much 
as is necessary to be free to exercise his 
spiritual mission, and to assure all those who 
deal with him that he is independent of 
every other sovereignty of this world. 

But he, who now addresses you, has no 
temporal power, nor any ambition to com­
pete with you. In fact, we have nothing to 
ask for, no question to raise; we have only 
a desire to express and a permission to re· 
quest; namely, that of serving you insofal" 
as we can, with disinterest, with humility 
and love. 

FffiST DECLARATION 

This is our first declaration. As you can 
see, it is so simple as to seem insignificant 
to this assembly, which always t reats of 
most important and most difficult matters. 

We said also, however, and all here today 
feel it, that this moment is also a great on e. 
Great for us, great for you. 

For us: you know well who we are. What­
ever m ay be the opinion you have of the 
Pontiff of Rome, you know our mission. 

We are the bearer of a message for all 
m ankind. And this we are, not only in our 
own personal n ame and in the n ame of the 
great Catholic family; but also in t h a t of 
those Christian brethren who share t he same 
sentiments which we express here, p ar­
ticularly of those who so kindly charged us 
explicitly to be their spokesman here. 

Like a messenger who, after a long journey, 
finally succeeds in delivering the letter 
which has been entrusted to him, so we 
appreciate the good fortune of this moment, 
however brief, which fulfills a desire nour­
ished in the heart for nearly 20 cen turies. 

For, as you will remember, we are very 
ancient; we here represent a long history; 
we here celebrate the epilog of a wearying 
pilgrimage in search of a conversation with 
the entire world, ever since the command 
was given to us: Go and bring the good news 
to all peoples. 

Now, you here represent all peoples, a llow 
us to tell you that we have a message, a 
happy m essage, to deliver to each one of you 
an d to all. 

1. We might call our message a ratification, 
a solemn moral r atification of this lofty in­
stitution. This message comes from our his­
torical experience. 

As "an expert in humanity," we brin g to 
this organization the suffrage of our recent 
predecessors, that of the entire Ca tholic 
episcopate and our own, convinced as we are 
that this organization represents the obliga­
tory path of modern civilization and of world 
peace. 
' In saying this, we feel we are making our 
own the voice of the dead and of the living; 
of the dead who fell in the terrible wars of 
the past; of the living who survived those 
wars, bearing in their hearts a condemna­
tion of those who would try to renew wars; 
and also of those living who rise up fresh and 
confident, the youth of the present genera­
tion, who legitimately dream of a better 
human race. 
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And we also make our own the voice of 

the poor, the disinherited, the suffering, of 
those who hunger and thirst for justice, for 
the dignity of life, for freedom, for well-being 
and progress. The peoples of the earth turn 
to the United Nations as the last hope of 
concord and peace; we presume to present 
here, with their tribute of honor and of hope, 
our own tribute also. That is why this mo­
ment is great for you. also. 

2. We feel that you are already aware of 
this. Harken now to the continuation of 
our message. It becomes a message of good 
wishes for the future. The edifice which 
you have constructed must never fall; it 
must be perfected, and made equal to the 
needs which world history will present. 

You mark a stage in the development of 
mankind from which retreat must never be 
admitted but from which it is necessary 
that advance be made. 

To the pluralism of states, which can rio 
longer ignore one another, you offer an 
extremely simple and fruitful formula of co­
existence. 

First of all, you recognize and distinguish 
the ones and the others. You do not confer 
existence upon states; but you qualify each 
single nation as fit to sit in the orderly con­
gress of peoples. 

That is, you grant recognition; of the high­
est ethical and juridical value, to each single 
sovereign national community, guaranteeing 
it an honored international citizenship. 

A GREAT SERVICE 

This in itself is a great service to the cause 
of humanity, namely to define clearly and to 
honor the national subjects of the world 
community, and to classify them in a jurid­
ical condition, worthy thereby of being 
recognized and respected by all, and from 
Which there may derive an orderly and stable 
system of international life. . _ 

You give sanction to the great principle 
that the relations between peoples should be 
regulated by reason, by justice, by law, by 
negotiation; not by force, nor by violence, 
not by war, not by fear or by deceit. 

Thus it must be. Allow us to congratulate 
you for having had the wisdom to open this 
hall to the younger peoples, to those states 
which have recently attained independence 
and national freedom. Their presence is the 
proof of the universality and magnanimity 
which inspire the principles of this institu­
tion. 

Thus it must be. This is our praise and 
our good wish; and, as you can see, we do 
not attribute these as from outside; we 
derive them from inside, from the very 
genius of your institution. 

3. Your charter goes further than this, and 
our message advances with it. You exist and 
operate to unite the nations, to bind states 
together. 

Let us use this second formula: to bring 
the ones together with the others. 

You are an association. You are a bridge 
between peoples. You are a network of rela­
tions between states. We would almost say 
that your chief characteristic is a reflection, 
as it were, in the temporal field, of what our 
Catholic Church aspires to be in the spiritual 
field: unique, and universal. 

In the ideological construction of mankind, 
there is on the natural level nothing superior 
to this. Your vocation is to make brothers 
not only of some but of all peoples, a difficult 
undertaking, indeed; but this it is, your most 
noble undertaking. Is there anyone who 
does not see the necessity of coming thus 
progressively to the establishment of a world 
authority, able to act efficaciously on the ju­
ridical and political levels? 

WISH REITERATED 

Once more we reiterate our good wish: 
Advance always. We will go further, and say: 
strive to bring back among you any who have 
separated themselves, and study the right 
method of uniting to your pact of brother-

hood, in honor and loyalty, those who do not 
yet share in it. 

Act so that those still outside will desire 
and merit the confidence of all; and then be 
generous in granting such confidence. You 
have the good fortune and the honor of sit­
ting in this assembly of peaceful community; 
hear us as we say: insure that the reciprocal 
trust which here unites you, and enables you 
to do good and great things, may never be 
undermined or betrayed. 

4. The inherent logic of this wish, which 
might be considered to pertain to the very 
structure of your organization, leads us to 
complete it with other formulas. Thus, let 
no one, inasmuch as he is a member of your 
union, be superior to the others; never one 
above the other. 

This is the formula of equality. We are 
well aware that it must be completed by the 
evaluation of other factors besides simple 
membership in thi,s institution; but equal­
ity, too, belongs to its constitution. 

You are not equal, but here you make your­
selves equal. 

For several among you, this may be an act 
of high virtue; allow us to say this to you, as 
the representative of a religion which accom­
plishes salvation through the humility of its 
Divine Founder. Men cannot be brothers if 
they are not humble. 

It is pride, no matter how legitimate it may 
seem to be, which provokes tension and 
struggles for prestige, for predominance, 
colonialism, egoism; that is, pride disrupts 
brotherhood. 

5. And now our message reaches its ·high­
est point, which is, at first, a negative point. 

You are expecting us to utter this sen­
tence •. and we are well aware of its gravity 
and solemnity: 

Not the ones· against the others, never 
again, never more. 

It was principally for this purpose that 
the organization of the United Nations arose: 
against war, in favor of peace. 

Listen to the lucid words of the great de­
parted John Kennedy, who proclaimed, 4 
years ago: "Mankind m}lst put an end to 
war, or war will put an end to mankind." 

Many words are not needed to proclaim 
this loftiest aim of your institution. It suf­
fices to remember that the blood of millions 
of men, that numberless and unheard of 
sufferings, useless slaughter, and frightful 
ruin, are the sanction of the pact which 
unites you, with an oath which must change 
the future history of the wo:rld: 

WAR NEVER AGAIN 

No m<»"e war, war never again. Peace, it is 
peace which must guide the destinies of 
peoples and of all mankind. 

Gratitude to you, glory to you, who for 20 
years have labored for peace. Gratitude and 
glory to you for the conflicts which you have 
prevented or have brought to an end. The 
results of your efforts in recent days in favor 
of peace, even if not yet proved decisive, are 
such as to deserve that we presuming to in­
terpret the sentiments of the world, express 
to you both praise and thanks. 

Gentlemen, you have performed and you 
continue to perform a great work: the educa­
tion of mankind in the ways of peace. The 
U.N. is the great school where that education 
is imparted. And we are today in the as­
sembly hall of that school. 

Everyone taking his place here becomes a 
pupil and also a teacher in the art of build­
ing peace. When you leave this hall, the 
world looks upon you as the architects and 
constructors of peace. 

Peace, as you know, is not built up only 
by means of politics, by the balance of forces 
and of interests. It is constructed with the 
mind, with ideas, with wo:rks of peace. 

You labor in this great construction. But 
you are still at the beginnings. 

Will the world ever succeed in changing 
that selfish and bellicose mentality which, 

up to now, has been interwoven into so much 
of its history? 

It is hard to foresee; but it is easy to 
affirm that it is toward that new history­
peaceful, truly human, history, as promised 
by God to men of good will, that we must 
resolutely march; the roads thereto are al­
ready well marked out for you; and the first 
is that of disarmament. 

LEI' THE ARMS FALL 

If you wish to be brothers, let the arms fall 
from your hands. One cannot love while 
holding offensive arms. 

Those armaments, especially those terrible 
arms which modern science has given you, 
long before they produce victims and ruins, 
nourish bad feelings, create nightmares, dis­
trust and somber resolutions; they demand 
enormous expenditures; they obstruct proj­
ects of union and useful collaboration; they 
falsify the psychology of peoples. 

As long as man remains that weak, change­
able and even wicked being that he often 
shows himself to be, defensive arms will, un­
fortunately, be necessary. 

You, however, in your courage and valiance, 
are studying the ways of guaranteeing the 
security of international life, without having 
recourse to arms. 

This is a most noble aim, this the peoples 
expect of you, this must be obtained. 

Let unanimous trust in this institution 
grow, let its authority increase; and this aim, 
we believe, w111 be secured. 

Gratitude will be expressed to you by all 
peoples, relieved as they will then be from 
the crushing expenses of armaments, and 
freed from the nightmare of an ever-immi­
nent war. 
. yve rejoice in the knowledge that many of 
you have considered favorably our invitation, 
addressed to all states in the cause of peace 
from Bombay, last December, to divert to the 
benefit of the developing countries at least 
a part of the savings, which could be realized 
by reducing armaments. 

We here renew that invitation, trusting in 
your sentiments of humanity and generosity. 

6. In so doing, we become aware that we 
are echoing another principle which is struc­
tural to the United Nations, which is its 
positive and affirm·ative high point; namely, 
.that you work here not only to avert con­
:fiicts between states, but also to make them 
capable of working the ones for the others. 

You are not satisfied with facilitating me:re 
coexistence between nations; you take a much 
greater step forward, one deserving of our 
praise and our support-you organize the 
brotherly collaboration of peoples. 

In this way a system of solidarity is set up, 
and its lofty civilized aims win the orderly 
and unanimous support of all the family of 
peoples for the common good and for the 
good of each individual. 

This aspect of the organization of the 
United Nations is the most beautiful; it is 
its most truly human visage; it is the ideal 
of which mankind dreams on its pilgrimage 
through time; it is the world's greatest hope; 
it is, we presume to say, the reflection of the 
loving and transcendent design of God for 
the progress of the human family on earth­
a reflection in which we see the message of 
the gospel which is heavenly become earthly. 

Indeed, 'it seems to us that here we hear 
the echo of the voice of our predecessors, 
and particularly of that of Pope John XXIII, 
whose message of "Pacem in Terris" was so 
honorably and significantly received among 
you. 

RIGHTS PROCLAIMED 

You proclaim here the fundamental rights 
and duties of man, his dignity, his freedom­
and above all his religious freedom. We feel 
that you thus interpret the highest sphere 
of human wisdom and, we might add, its 
sacred character. For you deal here above 
all with human life; and the life of man is 
sacred; no one may dare offend it. Respect 
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for life, even with regard to the great prob­
lem of birth, must find here in your assembly 
its highest affirmation and its most reasoned 
defense. 

You must strive to multiply bread so that 
it suffices for the tables of mankind, and not 
rather favor an artificial control of birth, 
which would be irrational, in order to di­
minish the number of guests at the banquet 
of life. 

It does not suffice, however, to feed the 
hungry, it is necessary also to assure to each 
man a life conformed to h is dignity. This 
too you strive to perform. We may consider 
this the fulfillment before our very eyes, and 
by your efforts, of that prophetical announce­
ment so applicable to your institution: "They 
will melt down their swords into plowshares, 
their spears into pruning forks." 

Axe you not using the prodigious energies 
of the earth and the magnificent inventions 
of science, no longer as instruments of 
death but as tools of life for humanity's new 
era? 

We know how intense and ever more effi­
cacious are the efforts of the United Nations 
and its dependent world agencies to assist 
those governments who need help to hasten 
their economic and social progress. 

We know how ardently you labor to over­
come illiteracy and to spread good culture 
throughout the world; to give men adequate 
modern medical assistance; to employ in 
man's service the marvelous resources of 
science, of technique and of organization­
all of this is magnificent, and merits the 
praise and support of all, including our own. 

We, ourselves, wish to give the good exam­
ple, even though the smallness of our means 
is inadequate to the practical and quantita­
tive needs. we· inl;end to intensify the 
development of our charitable institutions 
to combat world hunger and fulfill world 
needs. It is thus, and in no other way, that 
peace can be built up. 

7. One more word, gentlemen, our final 
word: this edifice which you are constructing 
does not rest upon merely material and 
earthly foundations, for thus it would be a 
house built upon sand; and above all, it is 
based on our own consciences. 

The hour has struck for our "conversion,'' 
for personal transformation, for interior · 
renewal. We must get used to thinking of 
man in a new way; and in a new way also 
of men's life in common; with a new man­
ner, too, of conceiving the paths of history 
and the destiny of the world, according to 
the words of St. Paul: "You must be clothed 
in the new sell, which is created in God's 
image, justified and sanctified through the 
truth" (Ephesians iv: 23). 

The hour has struck for a halt, a moment 
of recollection, of ·reflection, aJ.most of 
prayer; a moment to think anew of our com­
mon origin, our history, our common destiny. 

Today as never before, in our era so marked 
by human progress, there is need for an ap­
peal to the moral conscience of man. For 
the danger comes not from progress nor from 
science; indeed, if properly utilized, these 
could rather resolve many of the grave prob­
lems which assail mankind. 

No, the real danger comes from man him­
self, wielding evermore powerful arms, which 
can be employed equally well for destruc­
tion or for the loftiest conquests. 

In a word, then, the edifice of modern 
civilization must be built upon spiritual 
principles which alone can not only support 
it but even illuminate and animate it. 

We believe, as you know, that these in­
dispensable principles of superior wisdom 
must be founded upon faith in God, that 
unknown God of whom St. Paul spoke to 
the Athenians in the Areopagus; unknown 
to them, although without realizing it, they 
sought Him and He was close to them, as 
happens also to many men of our times. 

To us, in any case, and to all those who 
accept the ineffable revelation which Christ 
has given us of Him, He is the living God, 
the Father of all men. 

REPEAL OF SO-CALLED RIGHT-TO­
WORK LAWS 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, there was 
a considerable discussion on the ftoor of 
the Senate concerning editorials in 
Tennessee newspapers on the subject of 
repealing section 14 (b) . Along this 
same line a weekly newspaper in the 
oldest town in Tennessee, the Herald 
and Tribune of Jonesboro, printed an 
editorial recently which expressed in 
part some of the salient points I sought 
to make earlier on this ftoor. 

This editorial rightly points out that 
the repeal of this provision would merely 
mark a return to the democratic princi­
ples of self -government and would rele­
gate the advertising misnomer "right­
to-work laws" to its rightful place in 
oblivion. I ask unanimous consent, not 
to read, but to insert this article in the 
RECORD and commend it to the Senate's 
attention. 

There being no· objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
EDITORIALS FOR RIGHT-TO-WORK LAW REPEAL 

(EDITOR'S NOTE.-Last week· the Herald and 
Tribune published an editorial on the 
"Right"-to-Work Law," which was this edi­
tor's view on this subject. However, my 
partner, Mr. Allen, does not agree with these 
views and we feel it only fair to give him the 
opportunity to express his opinion.) 

The so-called "right-to-work" law now in 
force in Tennessee and possibly up for repeal 
in Congress is a . great misnomer fostered 
upon the people by smooth-mouthed Madi­
son Avenue ad men for wealthy manage­
ment. 

I am still old fashioned enough to believe 
that this country's basic freedom is the belief 
that the majority rules and the minority 
lives by these rules. 

Without this fair concept, how can we 
govern ourselves? 

If the minority has the right to work in 
a plant as a nonunion employee when the 
majority wants union representation, then 
why not let the minority of our Washington 
County farmers who did not want controlled 
allotments for tobacco, plant all the tobacco 
they want to in defiance of the wishes of the 
majority and still reap the benefits of the 
controlled higher prices on tobacco? 

If the right to work is good for minorities 
in unions, why not let the minority of the 
people who do not like our civil laws, passed 
by the majority, go along running stop signs, 
killing, raping, and whatsoever they please 
just because they do not agree with the 
majority? 

Since when do we think we, as civilized 
people, can set up two sets of standards as 
rule~ne set for the majority and one set 
for the minority? Ridiculous, absurd, utter 
chaos. 

If the majority of the workers in a plant, 
by supervised controlled voting, decide they 
want to join together in a union for collec­
tive bargaining to better their welfare and 
station in life, then I see no reason why the 
minority should not be forced to go along. 

Let's repeal the Madison A venue slogan 
"right-to-work laws" and allow our working 
people to enjoy the same rules of self-govern­
ment and democracy which made our coun­
try the greatest in the world because of self­
government by the majority. 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON REINCAR­
NA~S ONE OF OUR OLDEST AND 
FINEST TRADITIONS 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, in 

his ceremony last Sunday at the Statue 
of Liberty, President Johnson, in signing 
into law the bill broadening and liberal­
izing our immigration and naturalization 
laws, reaffirmed the freedom-loving 
stance of the United States. 

At the same time he issued a clear chal­
lenge to Castro in Cuba. Castro had 
made some vague utterances about per­
mitting the many who were dissatisfied 
with his regime to leave. 

President Johnson accepted the chal­
lenge and stated that the United States 
would accept those who wanted to ftee 
the repressions of Cuba under Castro. 

I commend President Johnson for the 
excellent manner in which he accepted 
Castro's challenge and join with Pres­
ident Johnson in reaffirming the fact 
that "the lesson of our times is sharp and 
clear in this movement of people from 
one land to another. Once again, it 
stamps the mark of failure on a regime 
when many of its citizens voluntarily 
choose to leave the land of their birth 
for a more hopeful home." 

It was appropriate and significant that 
President Johnson made this announce­
ment when he was signing the immigra­
tion bill. In thus opening the door to 
the victims of political persecution, he 
was reincarnating one of the ·finest and 

· oldest of American traditions. It has 
been these refugees from tyranny abroad 
who have appreciated the meaning of 
America's freedom. Such as they have 
helped to make our country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, 
morning business is concluded. 

REPEAL OF SECTION 14(b) OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
ACT, AS AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Ohair lays before the Senate the unfin­
ished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the motion of the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 77) to repeal section 14(b) of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amend­
ed, and section 703(b) of the Labor­
Management Reporting Act of 1959 and 
to amend the first proviso of section 
8(a) (3) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] is recognized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be allowed 
to speak from the desk of the able and 
distinguished senior Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the able and distinguished senior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
CoTTON], with the understanding that I 
shall not lose my right to the ftoor, and 
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that his remarks will appear elsewhere 
in the RECORD, and that upon my re­
sumption, it will not be considered a sec­
ond speech by me on this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE LATE JONATHAN DANIELS, OF 
KEENE, N.H. 

During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 
speech, 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, due to 
the fact that it was necessary for me to 
be absent from the Senate last week I 
was unable to speak upon a matter whi~h 
to me is of pressing importance. There­
fore, I ask unanimous consent that I be 
allowed to speak to a subject not ger­
mane to the motion pending before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none and 
it is so ordered. ' 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, on the 
20th day of August, Jonathan Daniels, a 
young man from the city of Keene, in 
the State of New Hampshire, was brut­
ally murdered in Lowndes County, Ala. 
Comment has been made by many per­
sons upon this incident. Comment has 
been made in the Senate upon this in­
cident. Mr. President, I have purposely 
refrained from commenting upon it un­
til the present time, for two reasons. 

First-and this is not" in criticism of 
any other Senator who may have com­
mented upon it-I wanted to wait and 
give the courts in Lowndes County, Ala., 
an opportunity to act, and to find out if 
justice would be dispensed, before antici­
pating their action by making any ob­
servations on the case. My second reason 
for not commenting upon it was of even 
more importance, at least to me. 

In the death of Jonathan Daniels, not 
only did I lose a close personal friend 
one who had been associated with me i~ 
my office in the Senate; but because of 
my long and close association with his 
family, I felt as if I had lost one from 
my own family circle. 

I did not choose, and I do not choose 
today, to make the remarks that I feel 
I must make on the :floor of the Senate 
for political purposes or for public pur­
poses. I feel impelled to make them be­
cause the memory of Jonathan Daniels 
has been blackened and assailed by per­
jured testimony. 

As one who knew Jonathan as a boy, 
who knew him well and, I think I may 
say, intimately, I want to raise my voice 
to purge his memory of unjust accusa­
tions. Because of my association with 
him and because what I shall say is testi­
mony from personal knowledge, it is ap­
propriate that I should indicate to the 
Senate how it happened that I knew him 
so well. 

Jonathan Daniels' grandfather, a 
country doctor, was the doctor in the lit­
tle town of Warren, high up in the hills of 
New Hampshire, where I was born and 
spent my boyhood. Dr. George A. 
Weaver, one of the finest men who ever 
lived, was our family physician. He was 
the only citizen of our little village who 
had a college education. It was because 
of my admiration for Dr. Weaver that I 

was inspired to go to the school of which 
he was a graduate, and work my way 
through Philips Exeter Academy, at Ex­
eter, N.H., the school about which he 
used to talk with me when I was a small 
boy. 

Dr. Weaver's daughter, the mother of 
Jonathan Daniels, was a schoolmate of 
mine in the village schools at Warren, 
N.H. She was perhaps 3, 4, or 5 years 
younger than I and was in one of the 
lower grades when I was in the upper 
grades; but I knew her from the time she 
was a little girl in that small town. She 
married Dr. Philip Daniels, of the city of 
Keene, N.H., whom I also came to know 
well. Dr. Daniels was one of the highest 
type of selftess practicing physicians that 
I have ever known. He passed away a 
few years ago. He died as a result of 
wounds and injuries received in the serv­
ice of his country in World War II. Such 
was the background of young Jonathan 
Daniels. · 

Jonathan was a shy, sensitive, re­
ftned, retiring, and extremely talented 
young man. He won honors in every 
school, college, and institution that he 
attended. When he was nearing his 
graduation from Virginia Military In­
stitute, I had correspondence with him, 
having talked with him earlier, and un­
der date of April 15, 1961, I received a 
letter from Jonathan. Rather than 
merely to insert the letter in the RECORD, 
I shall read it, because it gives a clear 
picture of the kind of boy and the kind of 
man Jonathan was. 

The letter is dated April 15, 1961, and 
reads: 

VIRGINIA MILITARY INSTITUTE, 
Lexington, Va., April15, 1961. 

Hon. NORRIS COTTON, 
U.S. Senate, Committee on interstate and 

Foreign Commerce, District of Columbia. 
DEAR SENATOR COTTON: Much to my 

chagrin, several months have elapsed since 
your thoughtful1etter of the 9th of February. 
So many thanks for your energetic and 
astonishing efforts in my behalf. To my own 
profound gratitude I add that of all the fam­
ily-and what I know would have been the 
warm thanks of my father and my grand-
father. · 

Eventually my financial affairs for this last 
term of college were resolved far more simply 
and adequately than I could have imagined 
possible. The loan of the first semester, 
which I mentioned in my 'last letter, was 
duplicated this term, with an additional loan 
of $100. This .completed my payments for 
the year. Thus it was not necessary to fol­
low the advice of Mr. James W. Moore, whose 
letter you enclosed with your letter of the 
9th of February. I am nevertheless grateful 
for his efforts, as I am for yours. 

I am delighted to be able to share with you 
more good news. Recently I learned of my 
appointment as a 1961 Danforth fellow. My 
fellowship, renewable for 3 years of graduate 
study leading to the doctorate, will cover 
tuition and living expenses at the university 
of my first choice--Harvard-where I was ac­
cepted for graduate work in English early in 
March. Among other things, it will be de­
lightful to be in Cambridge for what has 
begun to seem the long-lost New England 
autumn. My program, at least for the time 
being, will include the English literature of 
the 17th and 19th centuries, comparative and 
contemporary literature, and classical and 
modern languages. If medicine does not ulti­
mately claiin my commitment--as well it 
may-I shall take a doctorate and go into col­
lege teaching, for which my fellowship is 
designed. 

Recently I talked with Wayne Miskelly, 
among my oldest friends in Keene, who told 
me of his experience last summer in Wash­
ington as a postal clerk in the Senate Build­
ing. Although it is late in the spring term, 
I am taking the liberty of requesting from 
you information on the possibility of secur­
ing a position with you for the summer. Al­
though I recognize clearly the iinposition 
which I submit for your consideration, I 
suspect that with my interests and qualifica­
tions I might be of some use to you. 

There is, after all, a fairly noble tradi­
tion in English history of quasi-political in­
volvement by men of letters. Removing my 
tongue from my cheek, I should rejoice in an 
opportunity to observe organic government 
at work, even from a very humble point of 
view. I do have an ulterior motive--the 
need to be self-supporting while I do some 
course work, either day or night, in prepara­
tion for passing the language requirements 
of Harvard University-probably Greek, Lat­
in, and German. If it is not possible for you, 
yourself, to employ me or secure my employ­
ment (I do not, of course, ask the impos­
sible) perhaps you could suggest the agency 
with whom I should get in touch. In ei­
ther case, I should be most thankful. 

In order that you may have some. means of 
gaging my aptitudes, I submit my quali­
fications, scholastic honors, and principal 
extracurricular activities. The 11th of June 
I shall receive my bachelor's degree in Eng­
lish, I hope with honors. During my last 
3 years of college I have achieved scholastic 
honors, consisting of an "A" average, aca­
demic stars, and regular appearance on the 
dean's honor list. I was fortunate this year, 
as you may remember, to have been selected 
for citation in the 1960-61 edition of "Who's 
Who Among Students in American Colleges 
and Universities." I am president of the 
Raymond E. Dixon English Society, editorial 
editor of the VMI Cadet, and a member of the 
Timmins Music Society, of which I was execu­
tive director last year. Until this year, when 
other activities forced me to resign with re­
gret, I was an active member of the VMI 
Glee Club, in which I served a number of 
times as tenor soloist. Last summer I gained 
what I consider to have been invaluable ex­
perience in summer stock with the Yankee 
Players at the Keene Summer Theater. My 
sophomore year I was elected to the cadet 
vestry of the Ro·bert E. Lee Memorial Church, 
Protestant Episcopal. To this list, for ref­
erence, may be added my appointment as a 
Danforth fellow and my acceptance for ad­
mission to Harvard. 

I hope that I am not too late in offering 
my services for the summer. Should it be 
ultimately impossible for you to assist me, I 
shall nevertheless be grateful for your con­
sideration. From my point of view-I do 
not presume to speak for the folks at home­
there will be few difficulties with respect to 
living in Washington. I have mai:ie tenta­
tive arrangements to take an apartment with 
a boy from VMI, and I shall have a car 
(Grandfather Daniel's 1946 Buick). 

Again and again, my heartiest thanks for 
your astonishing interest in my progress. 
With my thanks you have always my best 
wishes. I read with amusement, by the way, 
your comment on . the principle of congres­
sional intertia in Albrights' "Gallery 
Glimpses" in the Washington Post. I am 
sending the clipping home for family edifica­
tion. 

Faithfully yours, 
JONATHAN MYRICK DANIELS. 

Mr. President, I took the time to read 
that letter in full because, from that 
letter written to me back in 1961 emerges 
·the clear picture that the boy who wrote 
it--he was only 26 when he was mur­
dered last August--was talented, scholas­
tic, ambitious, emotional, and idealistic, 
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but also he was a clean, honorable, and 
extremely promising young man. 

Shortly after receiving the letter, I 
noted in a New Hampshire paper that 
Jonathan Daniels had been chosen vale­
dictorian of the 1962 graduating class at 
Virginia Military Institute. I recall that 
at that time I congratulated his mother 
on this additional accomplishment. 

Mr. President, I was able to give Jona­
than Daniels summer employment. He 
spent the summer of 1962 working in the 
Senate Office Building and in the Capitol 
Building and had a desk in my office. 
I came to know him in that capacity. 
He was all that I have stated-a brilliant 
and talented young man. 

It is sad indeed that this boy was mur­
dered. It was a sad day indeed for 
Lowndes County, Ala., and for the United 
States of America in the eyes of the 
world when the judge and the jury in an 
American county conducted a trial which 
was a mockery. 

But that was not the most tragic fea­
ture. The most tragic feature was that 
to attempt to justify, to excuse, to com­
pletely exonerate a brutal, coldblooded 
murder, testimony was introduced re­
flecting on the character of Jonathan 
Daniels. The man who sat on the 
bench..:_Mr. President, I say this with cold 
deliberation, and no one in the Senate 
can accuse the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire of being a zealot or a fanatic 
on the question of civil rights-! say that 
the man who sat on that bench was unfit 
to sit as a member of the judiciary, and 
was a disgrace to American justice. 
When the prosecution requested a post­
ponement of the trial, so that the priest, 
Father Morrisroe, who was severely 
wounded by buckshot in his side and 
back at the same time that Jonathan 
Daniels was mortally wounded, could 
have time to recover sufficiently and 
testify as an eyewitness to the incident, 
that judge refused the request. He 
stated that there already were eyewit­
nesses ready to testify, and forced the 
prosecution to trial. 

The evidence was brought in-and I 
learned from a careful and apparently 
accurate account, which I shall later ask 
to have printed at the end of my remarks, 
from the National Observer, that it was 
a first cousin of the murderer who was 
brought in to testify-! do not recall 
whether his testimony included Father 
Morrisro'e, that Jonathan Daniels was 
approaching the murderer, Coleman, 
with a knife in his hand. 

I do not need to read the evidence. I 
do not need to have been in Alabama, or 
present at the trial. I do not need to 

.. have listened to the witnesses, to know 
that that was a deliberate lie, and that 
those were the words of a perjurer, be­
cause--and this is the reason that I am 
speaking today, and have dwelt at some 
length on my association with Jonathan 
Daniels-anyone who ever knew him 
would know that he was utterly incap­
able of carrying a deadly weapon, a gun 
or a knife, much less of threatening, ap­
proaching or attacking anybody with a 
weapon. From what I knew of Jonathan· 
Daniels from my conversations with 
him-he was an emotional, idealistic, 
young man, and probably something of a 

pacifist--! know that the man who stood 
up in that Alabama court and swore be­
fore Almighty God that this boy made an 
attack on that older man, 'who inciden­
tally was no redneck, but a special 
deputy, an officer of the law, and a regu­
lar employee of the highway department 
of the State of Alabama, was committing 
perjury. 

Then there was some other rotten tes­
timony. Witnesses testified, again in an 
attempt to justify and excuse this mis­
carriage of justice, that young Jonathan 
Daniels, just before he was shot, em­
braced and kissed a colored girl on the 
lips in front of a store, in a public place. 

Mr. President, I knew Jonathan 
Daniels as a shy, sensitive, and retiring 
young man, a man of refinement, a per­
fect gentleman. I do not hesitate to say 
on -the floor of the Senate today that he 
was utterly incapable of publicly kiss­
ing, caressing, and embracing any girl, 
black or white. It would be the last 
thing that he would do in a public place. 

So I am completely convinced and sure 
that that, too, was prejudicial and per­
jured testimony designed to arouse the 
prejudice of the jury and to free and 
exonerate a coldblooded murderer. 

I say frankly, Mr. President, the thing 
that grieves and, yes, enrages me today 
is not so much the murder of this young 
man-though that was bad enough, and 
should not have taken place anywhere 
in this land-and not so much the free­
ing of his murderer, shocking as it is, 
without any sentence whatsoever but 
complete exoneration. What infuriates 
me most is the rotten attacks, the slurs, 
the murk, the mud, the filth from the 
lips of lying witnesses against one of 
the cleanest, finest young men I have 
ever known. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I do 
not approve of Jonathan Daniels being 
in Lowndes County, Ala. I have had 
some bitter things to say about the man 
who murdered him, about the witnesses 
who perjured themselves, about the 
court, the so-called court of justice that 
abused its powers and its process. But 
I should be less than fair if I did not add 
that there are others who share a cer­
tain responsibility for the tragic death 
of this talent~d young man. 

I do not know the attitude of the 
Episcopal Theological Seminary in Cam­
bridge, Mass., or whether he was en­
couraged and incited to travel south on 
the crusade upon which he embarked. I 
do understand that he was excused from 
his classes there and allowed to take his 
examinations while he was in Alabama. 

I know, Mr. President, that in many 
institutions of learning in this country, 
professors who are mature, middle-aged 
men of judgment, who stand in a cer­
tain sense in loco parentis in dealing 
with students, who, even though those 
students may be over 21 years of age, 
stand in a sense in the place of their 
parents, encourage and incite students 
in those institutions to go to the States 
in the South to demonstrate and to par­
ticipate in demonstrations in the cause 
of civil rights and of the Negro. 

Mr. President, since history began, 
young men and young women have had 
bright and shining ideals, and thank 

God it is so. They are emotional. They 
are rather easily incited to do things 
that appeal to them as fearless and 
heroic. Thinking on this point, I 
glanced into history for a moment and 
refreshed my memory about the famous 
Children's Crusade. I wish to read a 
paragraph taken from the Lincoln Li­
brary of Essential Information, a type of 
encyclopedia : 

CHILDREN'S CRUSADE 

This tragic incident of the period of the 
Crusades has been the theme of sober history 
and of legend. The facts are established 
that thousands of children and youths-­
their numbers being estimated at from 50,000 
to 90,000-inspired apparently by the crusad­
ing spirit of the times, left their homes in 
the year 1212 and marched in many bands 
toward the Mediterranean ports of embarka­
tion for the Holy Land. The leaders in 
France and Germany were two peasant boys. 
Some of the bands were accompanied by a 
few older persons, who in most cases appea r 
to have preyed upon the children rather 
than to have protected them. The fate of 
the young 'crusaders is obscure. Some re­
turned sadly to their homes, but many lost 
their lives. Some are said to have been lost 
at sea; others, sold into slavery to Moham­
medans. 

Mr. President, I think of that Chil­
dren's Crusade whenever I think of 
Jonathan Daniels. Sharing in a lesser 
degree--and I say this, though I know I 
shall be criticized for saying it--but 
sharing in a lesser degree the responsi­
bility for the tragic and untimely death 
of this young man are those who are 
older, and should therefore be wiser and 
more restrained, who insist on inciting 
young people to leave their homes, their 
schools, and their colleges, and expose 
themselves to the bitterness and strife 
which is taking place in various parts of 
the Nation. 

I wish that Jonathan Daniels had not 
been there. Four times, in 1957, 1960, 
1964, and 1965, Congress has moved and 
enacted strong laws to guarantee to every 
American his political rights, his safety, 
and even to some extent his social and 
economic privileges. 

The President of the United States­
our President--has made it plain and has 
again and again demonstrated that he 
has every intention of enforcing and is 
dedicated to the enforcement of those 
laws. 

The Federal courts are vested with au­
thority to act in the enforcement of 
rights. Federal marshals and other Fed­
eral officers who go into places where 
rights are being denied, or where violence 
is taking place, are protected-protected 
b'y Federal statute and by the system of 
Federal courts, and Federal punishments, 
and are not subject to the injustice nor 
bared to the kind of assault and death 
that faced 26-year-old Jonathan Daniels. 

I happen to believe that we do not 
bring good by resorting to wrong 
methods. I happen to believe that we do 
not contribute to equal rights by indulg­
ing in violence, by the breaking of laws, 
or by demonstrations. But that all is 
beside the issue today, Mr. President. 

Jonathan Daniels may have been emo­
tional. He may have been fanatical, but 
he had a right to live. He had a right to 
live anywhere in this Nation, in any 
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State, in any county, in any town or city 
in this Union. If he broke the law, he 
should, and was, I understand, subjected 
to proper rebuke and punishment; but 
he had a right not to be murdered. Hav­
ing been murdered, it is a tragedy be­
cause it leaves a blot upon the history of 
our times and the glory of our country. 

I wonder what the next step will be? 
Jonathan Daniels' murderer cannot be 
again tried, I assume, even though the 
prosecution has indicated it might at­
tempt to indict him for murder instead 
of manslaughter. Jonathan Daniels' 
murderer can be prosecuted for the al­
most fatal wounding of Father Morris­
roe, the young Catholic priest who was 
associated with Jonathan Daniels and 
who represented the same kind of youth­
ful and idealistic manhood. 

But, I do know that not only did 
Jonathan Daniels have the right to live, 
and not to be brutally murdered, but I 
also know that he had a right not to have 
his memory blackened and besmirched 
by false testimony, perjured testimony, 
adduced in the trial. 

Mr. President, my sympatl)y goes out 
to his mother. I think of .his family 
with whom I have been associated ever 
since I can remember as a small boy. I 
think of his character. I think of him 
as I knew him in ·my own office here in 
the Capitol. 

What I have said today has not been 
said in a spirit of vindictiveness or to 
attack the courts of the State of Ala­
bama, only as they have justified that 
attack; but my words have been mostly 
directed to the defense of the memory 
of a talented and brilliant young man; 
namely, Jonathan Daniels. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed in the RECORD, an 
article published in the National Ob­
server on Monday, October 4, 1965, en­
titled "How Scales of Justice Balance in 
Hayneville." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
How SCALES OF JUSTICE BALANCE IN HAYNE­

VILLE-THE CHARGE, MANSLAUGHTER; THE 
VERDICT, NoT GuiLTY 

(By Tom Johnson) 
HAYNEVILLE, ALA.-"This is one Of the 

strangest oases I've ever seen," Defense At­
torney Vaughan Hill Robison told the jury. 
"The facts are not in contradiction." And 
most were not. 

Thomas L. Coleman, 55-the man who sat 
at a smaJ.l table in the Lowndes County 
courtroom here last week and listened as his 
lawyer spoke--was on trial for first-degree 
manslaughter. 

Nine weeks ago, Mr. Coleman stood in the 
door of a country store as four civil rights 
demonstrators-two white clergymen and 
two Negro girls-.approached down a nar­
row paved road. There were words-these 
are in dispute. Mr. Coleman fired once and 
the Reverend Jonathan Daniels, 26, an Epis­
copal seminarian from Keene, N.H., was 
mortally wounded. Mr. Coleman fired agam 
and the Reverend Richard Morrisroe, 26, a 
Chicago priest, spun to the ground with a 
buckshot charge in his right side. 

Now Mr. Coleman was on trial, and as 
drama the trial and acquittal were almost 
anticlimactic. In a sense, the trial itself 
had been "tried"-and condemned-by the 
chief legal officer of Alabama, Attorney Gen­
eral Richmond M. Flowers. 

A CRITIC OF GOVERNOR WALLACE 
Mr. Flowers took over prosecution of the 

case after the Lowndes County grand jury 
indicted Mr. Coleman on charges of first­
degree manslaughter instead of first-degree 
murder. Since he took office--the same day 
Gov. George C. Wallace was sworn in-Mr. 
Flowers has been a persistent critic of Gov­
ernor Wallace. In taking over the prosecu­
tion, Mr. Flowers said he would press for 
a new indictment on charges of murder. 

To the court, Mr. Flowers argued for a 
continuance, saying the State could not pro­
ceed without the testimony of Father Mor­
risroe, who lay in a Chicago hospital "barely 
able to speak." Circuit Judge T. Werth 
Thagard, who holds court in Lowndes County 
twice a year, noted there were other eyewit­
nesses, and dismissed the argument. 

Mr. Flowers' assistant, Joe Breck Gantt, 
thundered other objections-that a lack of 
cooperation by State officials hRd made it 
difficult to prepare a case; that the investi­
gation of the shooting by Col. AI Lingo, head 
of the State troopers, was "heavily slanted" 
against the prosecution; that there was evi­
dence that the State's witnesses intended to 
commit perjury. Mr. Gantt also said that 
his and Mr. Flowers' lives had been threat­
ened. 

Defense Attorney Robison challenged Mr. 
Gantt to name the witnesses who intended 
to lie. Mr. Gantt was silent. With sarcasm, 
Mr. Robison said his own life had been 
threatened, and he questioned the honesty 
of Mr. Flowers in asking a continuance on 
such "frivolous grounds." 

THE EMOTIONAL CLIMATE 
The next morning Mr. Gantt again re­

quested a postponement. It was denied. 
Mr. Gantt now argued that the emotional 
climate in Lowndes County was such that a 
fair trial was impossible. He said the peo­
ple of the county were prejudiced against 
his employer, Mr. Flowers, who publicly re­
buked the county grand jury when it re­
turned the manslaughter indictment. 

Judge Thagard directed the trial to pro­
ceed. Mr. Gantt refused. 

"Are you willing to surrender the case to 
the circuit solicitor?" the judge asked Mr. 
Gantt. 

"No, sir," Mr. Gantt replied. 
"You are trilling with this court," said 

Judge Thagard. 
Ordinarily, the case would have been prose­

cuted by Arthur Gamble, the circuit solicitor, 
a post analagous to that of district attorney. 
But Mr. Gamble had been relieved by Mr. 
Flowers. Judge Thagard asked Mr. Gamble 
to resume the prosecution and ordered the 
attorney general's office out of the case. Mr. 
Gantt slammed his records on a table and 
stalked out. 

With Mr. Flowers out of the case, the trial 
proceeded before a jury of , 12 white men. 
The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) 
also tried to stop the trial on grounds that 
Negroes, who outnumber whites 4 to 1 in the 
county, are systematically excluded from jury 
service. The ACLU was turned down by both 
Judge Thagard and Federal Judge Richard 
T. Rives. 

There was really but one issue at the trial: 
Was the shooting self-defense? 

It was quickly established that on August 
20 a group of civil rights workers, who had 
been arrested the week before for picketing 
at Lowndesboro, were let out of jail in Hayne­
ville. Mr. Dani'els and Father Morrisroe were 
in the group. 

NOT SEARCHED WHEN FREED 
When put in jail, Sheriff's Deputy Joe 

Jackson testified, the demonstrators were 
searched and nothing found that could not 
be permitted in the cells. But they were not 
searched, he said, when they were freed. 

"Was there anything unusual that made 
you notice Daniels when he was let out?" a 
defense lawyer asked Mr. Jackson. 

"Yes, he ran over and kissed that nigger 
girl." 

"On the cheek?" 
"No, on the mouth." 
Many of the freed demonstrators congre­

gated on a corner a block from the jail and 
a few yards from a country store known as 
the Cash Store. 

MORE USEFUL TO THE DEFENSE 
Tom Coleman, a highway department en­

gineer and sometime special sheriff's deputy, 
was at the courthouse. Another law officer, 
Harvey Lancaster, heard him say that Leon 
Crocker "was down at the store and he was 
going too." 

Mr. Crocker, retired from the U.S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture, was a witness for the 
prosecution, but he proved to be more valu­
able to the defense. He was at the Cash 
Store, he said, when Mr. Coleman came with 
a 12-gage shotgun. A few moments later, 
Mr. Daniels, Father Morrisroe, and the two 
Negro girls-:.Miss Ruby Sales and Miss Joyce 
Bailey-approached. 

Mr. Crocker's story: Mr. Daniels walked to 
the door where Mr. Coleman was standing. 
Mr. Coleman told him: "The store is closed 
for business. You can't come in." Mr. Dan­
iels asked: "Are you threate;ning me?" He 
took a step forward and Mr. Coleman fired. 
Father Morrisroe moved toward the door and 
there was another shot. 

Questioned by defense attorneys, Mr. 
Crocker said Mr. Daniels had a knife in his 
hand when he approached Mr. Coleman. 
Father Morrisroe was also armed, he said, 
with what appeared to be a chrome-plated 
pistol. Did he see where the weapons fell? 
No. Did he see anyone remove them? No, 
Mr. Crocker said, but several Negroes bent 
over Mr. Daniels and Father Morrisroe and 
they could have removed them. 

SHE DENIED THERE WERE WEAPONS 
This was the first direct mention of weap­

ons. Miss Bailey, the next State's witness, 
denied there were arms. She said that as 
Mr. Daniels approached the door, an un­
known man called out: "The store is closed. 
Get out. I'll blow your G-damn head off." 
Then he fired. 

She heard someone shout: "Run, you nig­
gers." 

"Did either of the two clergymen have 
a weapon?" Solicitor Gamble asked her. 

. "No, they didn't have · anything," said 
Miss Bailey. 

Defense Attorney Robison took over. "At 
the time you got out, you kissed Jonathan 
Daniels, didn't you?" 

"No, I didn't." 
"Did Jonathan Daniels have anything in 

his hand?" 
"No, he did not." 
"Did Morrisroe have anything?" 
_"No, he didn't." 

MISS SALES' VERSION OF SHOOTING 
The other witnesses merely reenforced the 

State's contention that there were no weap­
ons. Miss Ruby, field secretary for the Stu­
dent Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, 
was the trial's angriest witness. "I was still 
on the ground when Morrisroe was running 
and he," she said, staring directly at Mr. 
Coleman, "shot him in the back." · 

Three witnesses for the defense told the 
jury just as emphatically tha.t they saw 
weapons. Joe Bell Coker, a first cousin of 
Mr. Coleman, said Mr. Daniels had a knife 
and Father Morrisroe a pistol. Edward Mims, 
a county employee, saw two Negroes lean over 
the two men and put something in their 
pockets. Bill Bevis, a young stockyards 
worker, f?aid he saw the same; Mr. Bevis added 
that he went over to the dazed Father Mor­
risroe and the clergyman said to him: 
"Where's the gun?" 

That was the case. Joe Phelps, one of the 
defense attorneys, pointed to the clerical 
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shirt worn by Mr. Daniels and told the jury: 
"Jonathan Daniels used this shirt to shield 
his sinister motives for being in Lowndes 
County. These were not men of God as we 
know them in Alabama or this community. 
Where can we draw the line? Where must 
we draw the line? We've got a right to pro­
iiect ourselves." 

If the jury believed there were weapons in 
the hands of Mr. Daniels and Father Mor­
risroe, or if it believed that Mr. Coleman 
thought they had weapons, the verdict was 
to be not guilty. Otherwise, the jury was to 
find Mr. Coleman guilty and fix his sen­
tence at from 1 to 10 years. So Judge Thag-
ard charged the jury. . 

The jury was out an hour and 30 minutes. 
It found Mr. Coleman not guilty. 

In commenting on the outcome, Dr. Mar­
tin Luther King said the verdict made it 
obviously clear that Federal law against 
civil rights murder was needed. The ACLU 
asked U.S. Supreme Court Justice Hugo Black 
to suspend all court proceedings in Lowndes 
County. Of the verdict, U.S. Attorney Gen­
eral Nicholas Katzenbach said it's "the price 
you have to pay for the jury system." 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolii:la [Mr. THURMOND] for 
yielding to me. · 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the following 
morning with close attention, and that 
therefore the arguments which are made 
on the floor, though frequently almost 
no one listens to them, do have an effect 
upon the final vote. We never know 
how great an effect our arguments will 
have, but we think they have some effect. 

What is more important is that· the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is widely read 
and widely noticed all over the country. 
In addition to the reporters who sit in 
the seats of the Sanhedrin over the Pre­
siding Officer and who report the activi­
ties on the floor, which are thus relayed 
in some measure to the public at home, a 
large number of columnists and editors 
also read the RECORD, so that statements 
made on the floor are sometimes relayed 
to the country by other persons. It is 
also true that, scattered all over the 
country, there are some additional40,000 
readers of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
who are, in a sense, makers of p~blic 
opinion. Local editors, lawyers, citiZens 
interested in public affairs, members of 
chambers of commerce, members of labor 
unions, educators, clergymen, and the 
like, read the RECORD, and it helps to 
form their opinions and their influence. 

REPEAL OF SECTION 14(b) OF THE Since our country is a democracy, 
NATIO~AL LABOR RELATIONS changes in public opinion ultimately af­
ACT, AS AMENDED feet the legislation which we pass here. 
The Senate resumed the consideration Public· opinion moves in an imperceptible 

of the motion of the Senator from Mon- and gradual fashion, but it moves, and 
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] that the Senate so the discussions on the floor have an 
proceed to the consideration of the bill ultimrute effect, even if at the moment 
(H.R. 77) to repeal section 14(b) of they may not seem to do so. 
the National Labor Relations Act, as Finally, there is a duty which we owe 
amended, and section 703(b) of the to history. The historians of the future, 
Labor-Management Reporting Act of in studying legislation, go back to the 
1959 and to amend the first proviso of REcoRD and to the committee hearings, 
section 8(a) (3) of the National Labor and upon the testimony in the commit­
Relations Act, as amended. tees and the debates and the votes on the 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I floor they base their own record. Thus, 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield future generations have a more vivid 
to the distinguished Senator from Tili- appreciation of history and a more ac­
nois [Mr. DouGLAS], with the under- curate appreciation of the motives which 
standing that I shall not lose my right influence it than they would otherwise 
to the floor, that his remarks will appear have. 
elsewhere in the RECORD, and that my Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
resumption will not be considered a sec- the Senator from Illinois yield? · 
ond speech by me upon this subject. · The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HARRIS in the chair). Does the Senator 
PROXMIRE in the chair). Is there objec- from illinois yield to the Senator from 
tion to the request of the Senator from Rhode Island? 
South Carolina? The Chair hears none, Mr. DOUGLAS. I am happy to yield 
and it is so ordered. to the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The Chair recognizes the senior Sen- Mr. PASTORE. I appreciate very 
ator from Illinois. much the explanation maqe by the Sen-

During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND's ator from Illinois. I believe it would be 
speech, an excellent idea, not only for the people 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I in the galleries at the present moment, 
thank the able Senator from South Car- but also for the country at large to un­
olina [Mr. THURMOND] for his courtesy derstand what the background of this 
in yielding to me, and wish to express situation is. I would be grateful to the 
my appreciation for his generosity. Senator, therefore, if he would kindly 
SECTION 14 (b) SHOULD BE REPEALED, AS A MA- explain-SO that it may alsO appear in 

JORITY OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES the RECORD-the fact that the CUrrent 
HAS VOTED AND AS A MAJORITY OF THE SENATE debate iS merely On the lllOtiOn to take 
BELIEVEs up House bill 77, which would repeal sec­
Undoubtedly those in the galleries are tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, and 

wondering why the Senator from South that this is the usual procedure adopted 
Carolina and I should address the Sen- in the Senate by those who would prevent 
ate when virtually no one is on the floor, a vote on the bill itself. In all probability 
and when apparently we shall have no a majority of the Senate would vote to 
direct influence upon the nonexistent au- repeal section 14 (b) of the Taft-Hartley 
dience of Senators not present. Act, but dilatory tactics are being em-

I should like first to assure them, how- ployed under the rules of the Senate to 
ever, that virtually all Senators read the · delay that vote. 

A MAJORITY OF THE SENATE FAVORS REPEAL OF 
14(b) BU'l' THE MINORITY IS ENGAGED• IN 
PROLONGED DISCUSSION TO PREVENT A VOTE 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 

from Rhode Island. I do not wish to 
make an ex parte statement, but it is 
true that a majority of t.he Members of 
the Senate have openly declared them­
selves in favor of repeal of section 14(b). 
It is also true that some of the honest 
and convinced opponents of repeal feel 
that their best hope of defeating the 
measure is to prevent it from coming to 
a vote and that, therefore, they are tak­
ing advantage--as they have every legal 
right to do under the rules of the Sen­
ate--of delaying tactics, particularly at 
the end of this session, in order to pre­
vent the vote from being taken. 

They are trying to prolong matters on 
two separate and distinct questions or 
motions. The first is the motion to take 
up, or, more · precisely, to take a bill 
from the calendar and proceed to the 
consideration of it. This motion, ordi­
narily, is granted by unanimous consent, 
given immediately upon the calling up of 
a measure by the majority leader; but, 
in this instance, debate is being indulged 
in merely on the motion to take up, so we 
have not yet passed the first hurdle. 

The second question is on passage of 
the bill. Both questions are subject to 
separate filibusters arid can be made to 
require separate cloture motions. So if, 
as, and when we pass the first hurdle, 
the discussion will be upon the bill itself. 

Mr. President, I debated with myself 
for a day as to whether I should speak on 
this matter, since the issue before us is 
merely on the motion to take up. But I 
decided that it was important to dispel 
what I regard as some of the fog of mis­
representation and misunderstanding so 
that we might know precisely what the 
issue before us actually is. 

Mr. President, in order to adumbrate 
some of my conciusions, I think that 
what we will see in the next few days will 
reenforce my long-held belief that we 
need to change· rule XXII of Senate 
procedure. At present, it requires a two­
thirds vote of Senators present and voting 
to limit debate to 1 hour thereafter per 
Senator. Many of us have felt for many, 
many years that this is an excessive re­
quirement, and that after a long period 
of debate a majority of the members of 
the Senate should be able to limit debate 
thereafter to 1 hour per Senator. In 
other words, we believe that the majority 
should have the right to decide-because 
they are the representatives of the peo­
ple-and not have their right to decide 
blocked by tactics intended to prevent a 
vote. 

In the past, the so-called filibuster has 
been used primarily on civil rights ques­
tions, but it can be used by other minori­
ties as well. Under the rules of the Sen­
ate, it is perfectly legal. I attach no 
blame to those who hold a different point 
of view and who are seeking to prevent 
a vote from occurring. But the history 
of the use of rule XXII indicates a weak­
ness in the fundamental structure of the 
Senate. We should not forever delay 
acting upon the resolution which since 
March 9 has been the first listing on the 
Senate calendar and which, by the way, 
happens to bear my name as principal 
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sponsor-that is, order No. 69, Senate 
Resolution 8, a resolution to amend rule 
XXII of the standing rules of the Sen­
ate relative to cloture. 

Mr. President, if we do not wish to 
endorse the power of the majority to 
bring a measure to a vote after full and 
adequate discussion and debate, we could 
accept the proposal of the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], which ap­
pears second on the calendar, that at 
least 60 percent instead of the present 
67 percent should be able to bring a 
measure to a vote. 

I thank the Senator from Rhode Is­
land for bringing up this point. 
"RIGHT TO WORK" IS A FALSE PROPAGANDA LABEL 

REPEAL OF 14 (b) DOES NOT AUTHORIZE CLOSED 
SHOP 

And now let us try to clear the air a 
little and see just what is involved. Some 
strong proponents of repeal may say it is 
not necessary to argue the case and will 
declare that it is enough that, "We know 
these laws are bad. We are against them 
and the best way to do it is to repeal 
14 <b) instead pf moving against them 
State by State. Why argue any further, 
let us act." 

I agree that we should act and that we 
should do so now. I also know that it is 
relatively futile to argue with the hard­
boiled opponents of unionism who seek 
at every turn to weaken and discredit the 

I should like now to proceed to a dis- institution of unionism. It is true that 
cussion of section 14(b) itself and the these groups represent the main driving 
question of its repeal. force behind the original enactment and 

As we all know, the bill before us the retention of 14(b) and of the State 
would repeal section 14(b) of the Taft- antiunion shop laws. Happily, I believe 
Hartley Act which permits StSJtes to pass the number of those who are opponents 
laws outlawing the union shop and, in has been diminishing, that in time we 
effect, contract out of the national labor will come to a general consensus on the 
policy on labor representation and col- worthwhileness of unionism. 
lective bargaining. At one time, no less But we should also always remember 
than 24 States, or nearly half the total, that it is not only necessary for those of 
had passed laws making the union shop us who support repeal to be convinced of 
illegal. By a stroke of public relations the righteousness of our own cause but 
cleverness--almost of genius---they at- that it is also necessary for us to convert 
tached one of the most inaccurate mis- · the great body of humane yet neutral 
nomers of which I know to these laws; opinion in this country. These good pea­
namely, that they were "right-to-work" pie, while giving general approval to 
acts. This is a most false label, for unionism are not fully informed about 
these laws do not give anyone the right the issues and may be swept off their 
to a job or to productive work. feet by high-powered propaganda-well-
. In today's world, people shun using financed propaganda-which is coming 

direct and clear language to describe from antiunion sources. To these people 
reality. No longer do people die, they who may hold the balance of political 
"pass away." An undertaker is a "mor- and legislative power, we should also ap .. 
tician." A real estate salesman is a peal, and that is what I am trying to do. 
"realtor." Depressed areas become "re- First, let us remember that a union 
development areas." Slum clearance is may not enter into a collective bargain­
now called "urban renewal." Only last ing arrangement at all against the will of 
week, a proposed controversial bridge an employer unless it represents a major­
over the Potomac was referred to as an ity of the employees. If there is any real 
"automobile carrying facility." And so question about such representation, this 
an antiunion law is dubbed the "right can be settled by a fair and secret ballot 
to work." electior.. which is open to all employees in 

In the face of this type of propaganda, the unit and which is conducted by the 
unions have had to fight hard campaigns National Labor Relations Board. Under 
to pr~vent such laws from being passed these conditions, if an election is thus 
in my own Sta~ of Illinois, and in such won by a union, collective bargaining is 
other States as Ohio and Oklahoma. approved of as a matter of national labor 

The last State I just mentioned is the policy. 
one represented in part by the dis- Under collective bargaining it is not 
tinguished Presiding Officer, the senator necessary for the employer to agree to 
from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRIS], who now the proposals of the union. It is only 
graces this Chamber. necessary that he should sit down with 

Fortunately, the State of Indiana has representatives of the union and seek, 
recently repealed its antiunion shop law in good faith, to reach an agreement. 
as have several others. so the number But he is not, of course, compelled to 
is now down to 19, consisting, first of all, accept the proposals of the union. 
of 10 of the 11 Southern States of the The constitutionality of such a policy 
Old Confederacy, with the exception of and procedure has been upheld time and 
Louisiana; then Iowa and 4 States of t ime again by the U.S. Supreme Court, 
the high plains west of the Missouri and it has been judged to be fully con­
River, Nebraska, Kansas, South Dakota, stitutional. 
and North Dakota; and then 4 Western The national law then goes on to out­
and Mountain States, Arizona, Utah, law the closed shoP--abou:t which my 
Wyoming, and Nevada. I beiieve it good friend from South Carolina [Mr. 
should be noted that many of the so- THURMOND] was speaking before he was 
called r ight-to-work acts really are anti- gracious enough to yield the floor to me­
union shop acts, and were basically under which a worker would have to be 
passed because of malapportioned State a member of a union before he can get a 
legislatures. This is the basic political job. Furthermore, no hiring preference 
cause why a number of States have can legally be given to union members. 
passed and retained other antiunion In other words, employers and unions 
laws. are prohibited by national law from en-

tering into agreements providing for the 
closed shop even though the employers. 
might care to do so. · It so happens that 
for 15 years, prior to World War II, I was 
a national chairman for the newspaper 
industry and arbitrated in that field and 
in other industries as well. I handed 
down several scores of decisions. I can 
testify, therefore, that at that time many 
employers in the newspaper business be­
lieved in the closed shop because it gave 
them a better supply of skilled and 
trained workmen. 

I believe the support of employers in 
the newspaper industry for the closed 
shop is somewhat less today than it was 
at that time, but at that time many 
were strongly for it. 

But no matter. Even if they want it, 
they now cannot agree to it. Nor is any 
State allowed to override the national 
act and by State action to make the 
closed shop legal. 

Now I personally do not object to this 
prohibition because, as a matter of gen­
eral principle, I do not believe in the 
closed shop, save in exceptional circum­
stances. For, as the Senator from 
South Carolina was saying, by high in­
itiation fees, by excessive apprenticeship 
requirements, and by undue favoritism to 
friends and relations, unions could 
close--and some have closed-their own 
memberships. If the closed union then 
negotiated a closed shop agreement, this 
would be highly monopolistic and would 
shut the gates of employment op­
portunity upon outsiders and deny to 
them the right to an equal chance at a 
job. So I want to make it clear, at the 
very outset of this debate, that I do not 
want to reverse this feature of our na­
tional labor policy or give to the States 
the right to override this national policy. 

So much for the closed shop. It is 
not an issue in this debate or before the 
country, because it is already illegal. 
THE ISSUE IS; "SHALL THERE BE A RIGHT TO 

DECIDE?" 

But where does this lead us on the 
union shop? First, let us all be crystal 
clear on the fact that under the union 
shop a man does not have to be a mem­
ber of a union to get a job. 

I submit this is very different from 
the closed shop. The employer is free 
to hire anyone he wishes, except that 
under the civil rights and FEPC statutes 
he is not supposed to discriminate on 
the grounds of race and color. No labor 
monopoly can therefore be built up or 
maintained. The employer controls the 
hiring. The only provision is that, if 
the employer agrees to a union shop 
clause in the contract, and only if he 
does, then workers thus hired must join 
a union within a stated period of time 
which is almost universally 60 to 30 days. 
But further protection is thrown around 
them by the law which states that union 
initiation · fees and dues must not be 
"excessive,'' as determined by the Na­
tional Labor Relations Board. Nor can 
they be required as a condition of con­
tinued employment to take part in any 
way in union activities. Finally, of 
course, if a majority of the employees · 
represented by the union do not want 
to continue to work under such a union 
security agreement, they can reject it at 
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any time in an election supervised by the 
NLRB. In other words, an agreement 
for the union shop is not perpetual; it 
can be revoked at any time if a majority 
of the workers become dissatisfied with it. 

While section 8 of the Taft-Hartley 
Act prohibits, as a matter of national 
policy, a State from establishing a closed 
shop, section 14(b), like Pilate, washes 
its hands of any responsibility and per­
mits a State to outlaw the union shop. 
It gives them, in effect, a hunting license 
to prohibit employers and employees 
from coming to a voluntary agreement 
to establish the union shop under free 
collective bargaining. The widest pos­
sible range of other topics can be agreed 
upon under such agreements without 
State interference, ranging from all the 
variety of fringe benefits, to the power 
of supervisors, to the amount of wash­
room time, coffee breaks, and even the 
spacing and duration of toilet time. But 
not union membership. If a State so 
decides, however malapportioned its leg­
islature, that it wishes to take itself out 
of the stream of national labor policy 
on the union shop, it can do so. It is 
not too much to repeat once again that 
under 14(b) it is given a hunting license 
to weaken or break the unions if it is so 
decided. 

Let me emphasize this point. The re­
peal of 14(b) would not require the es­
tablishment of compulsory unionism or 
a union shop by law. Let that be thor­
oughly understood. It would merely 
mean that, if a union representing a 
majority of the employees and an em­
ployer through a joint agreement should 
decide to institute a union shop, they 
would be allowed to do so. It would not 
mean that, if they do object to a union 
shop that they will be forced by law to 
establish one. 

In fact, a large proportion of the ex­
isting collective bargaining agreements 
do not provide for the union shop. 

Where the union shop is established, 
the minority may have to accept the 
judgment of the majority, fairly arrived 
at, but this is not a violation of the 
minority's civil rights. The minority will 
still be free to dissent and to organize 
opposition groups. If it can become a 
majority, it can then take itself out from 
the union shop proviso. 

As Secretary Willard Wirtz, who is 
making an excellent record in the De­
partment, has well stated: 

The issue underlying the question of 
whether 14(b} should be repealed is not, 
therefore, whether there is to be a right to 
work. It is rather whether there is to be a 
right to decide. 

What section 8 anC. 14(b) do, in effect, 
when taken together, is to allow the anti­
union forces to practice a "heads I win, 
tails you lose" game against labor. When 
unionism can be hurt by national law, 
section 8 does so by prohibiting the closed 
shop as a national policy. I repeat that 
I do not favor repeal of the prohibition 
of the closed shop. Recognizing that a 
national right-to-work act could not be 
passed even in 1947 at the time of Taft­
Hartley and the postwar reaction, and 
that the union shop could not be pro­
hibited as a matter of national policy, 
the framers of the Taft-Hartley Act pro-

posed instead to chip away at this indi­
rectly by giving the States free rein to 
outlaw them. This forced the friends of 
labor to fight on what were then 48, now 
50, separ~te fronts and to do so before 
legislatures where the areas representing 
wage and salaried employees were, and, 
indeed, still are, grossly underrepre­
sented. 

If the closed shop is a matter for na­
tional policy,· as I believe· it is, so is the 
union shop. The Federal Government 
therefore should not waive jurisdiction 
and permit State legislatures to deter­
mine what should be national policy. I 
submit that this national policy should 
permit employers and employees to agree 
on a union shop, under the cond.itions I 
have outlined, if they so desire. 
ANTIUNION LEGISLATION, SUCH AS PERMITTED 

BY 14 (b), HURTS THE NATION 

The first great advantage of the union 
shop is that it eliminates the so-called 
free rider; namely, the man who takes 
all ~he benefits the union can win for 
him in the form of wages, hours, fringe 
benefits, working conditions, job protec­
tion, and so forth, but who refuses to 
contribute to the support of the organi­
zation which does all this. Unfortu­
nately, there are altogether too many 
who like to reap what they have not 
sown and to claim as a right what others 
have won for them without giving any­
thing in return. 

For let us clearly recognize that a 
union cannot confine the benefits it wins 
to its own members. The working con­
ditions, wages and hours, which it helps 
establish, apply to all in the bargaining 
unit, nonmembers, as well as members. 

Furthermore, the shop stewards must 
adjust grievances of the workmen, irre­
spective of whether those workmen are 
unionists or nonunionists. 

So is it not only fair that all should 
pay for the expenses of collective bar­
gaining from which all benefit? I be­
lieve the vast majority of Americans be­
lieve in this basic principle and that if 
the issue were fairly and fully presented 
to the people of the country, they would 
on this ground alone repeal the prohibi­
tions imposed by 14(b). Of course, an­
other vital point is the allied fact that 
hostile employers can use the absence of 
the union shop to undermine the unions 
and thus weaken and indeed ultimately 
eliminate collective bargaining. Con­
trolling the hiring process as they do, 
they can concentrate on hiring workers 
known to be allergic to union member­
ship and activities. 

Here it should be remembered that 
there are frequent changes in the com­
position of even a constant level working 
force. 

Some men die, others retire, still more 
leave and go elsewhere and new men will 
be continuously hired to replace those 
dying, retiring, and leaving the employ 
of the company for these reasons. The 
working force can then be increasingly 
infiltrated by antiunionists. These men 
will not join the union and the result, 
in a large percentage of cases, will be 
that the strength of the union will be 
steadily on the decrease while that of its 
opponents will be steadily rising. 

When it comes time to renew the con­
tract, tlie employer, if he is antiunion, 
will be in a much stronger position to 
break off relationships and run an anti­
union shop without collective bargaining. 
Time, under an anti-union-shop law, will 
therefore not be neutral. 

As a matter of fact time seldom is 
neutral. One of the great logical errors 
in the injunctive process is that it as­
sumes time to be neutral, whereas time 
is on the side of the strongest battalions. 

In this case it will tend to operate 
powerfully against the unions and the 
continuance of collective bargaining. 
Without wishing to impute bad motives 
to those who do not possess them, it can 
safely be suggested that this is the main 
reason why many antiunion employers 
and their supporters are strong advo­
cates of State right-to-work laws and 
are fighting to head off the repeal of 
14(b). The so-called right-to-work laws 
of the Southern States--and let us re­
member that 10 of the 11 States of the 
entire Confederacy have right-to-work 
laws--have certainly played a large part 
in making it extremely hard for labor 
to organize and bargain effectively there, 
and have therefore helped to keep wages 
and working conditions down in that 
area. 

It is not an accident that in the 19 
right-to-work States, only 13 percent of 
the nonagricultural workers were or­
ganized in the AFL-CIO unions in 1962 
as compared with 28 percent in the other 
States and that the drop in membership 
between 1958 and 1962 was nearly twice 
as great in the right-to-work States as 
in the others. These laws are definitely 
an important part of the antiunion 
apparatus of these States and an im­
'portant factor in preventing unions from 
gaining a strong foothold in the textile, 
furniture, lumbering, and chemical in­
dustries of the South while it has held 
back unionism in the States beyond the 
Mississippi and Missouri Rivers and in 
the Mountain States as well. 

Of course, I am not maintaining that 
these right-to-work laws are the sole 
factors in holding back unionism in the 
South. The attitude of the local police, 
of the power structure · of the commu­
nities and States, of the press, of the 
legal profession and, even of the churches 
has been an impeding factor to union­
ism in the South and to some degree, in 
the Mountain States as well. 

But the right-to-work statutes are a 
part of the antiunion apparatus. They 
operate to hold back and help to prevent 
workers from joining unions of their 
own choice. 

There have been interesting articles 
in the Washington Post in recent days 
about the struggle for unionism in the 
Stevens mills which I believe bear this 
out and deserve widespread attention. 

As one who believes that unions have, 
on the whole, played and are playing a 
very constructive role, not only in labor­
management relationships, but in the 
general life of our country, I believe that 
the State antiunion shop laws are bad 
public policy and, hence, that section 
14(b) should be repealed and that such 
a repeal is a proper exercise of the pro­
visions of the Federal Constitution. 
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Unions are not perfect institutions be­

cause they are composed of imperfect 
human beings, but on the whole they are 
useful and beneficial institutions, and I 
have been greatly pleased by the increas­
ing tendency they have shown to defend 
the rights of all consumers and the gen­
eral public, and not merely the interests 
of -their members. · 

I think it is also obvious that the so­
called right-to-work statutes also play 
a part in keeping wages lower than they 
would otherwise be. Testimony was in­
troduced before the Senate Labor Com­
mittee and showed that hourly manufac­
turing wages in these States during the 
·last 10 years have varied from 21 to 29 
cents an hour below the national average, 
and that the five States with the lowest 
hourly earnings in the entire country are 
all right-to-work States; namely, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, 
Mississippi, and Arkansas. I, of course, 
do not maintain that the right-to-work 
laws are the sole cause for these lower 
wages. I simply say they are contribut­
ing factors or contributing causes. 
SENATE COMMITTEE BILL PROTECTS CONSCIEN-

TIOUS OBJECTORS TO UNIONISM 

There are two further objections which 
need to be considered. The first was very 
prominent at the time of House consider­
ation of the original bill (H.R. 77); 
namely, the char,ge that it violated the 
moral rights of those who, on religious or 
ethical grounds, could not conscien­
tiously be members of a union or con­
tribute to its support. There are not 
many such genuine conscientious objec­
tors, but there are some very sincere ones. 
These are notably members of religious 
sects, such as the Plymouth Brethren, 
Seventh-day Adventists, Mennonites, 
Amish, certain branches of the Brethren, 
and some other small sects. To meet the 
scruples of this group, language has now 
been inserted in the Senate version be­
fore us as follows: 

(c) Section 8 (a) ( 3) of such act is further 
amended by striking the semicolon at the 
end thereof and adding the following: ", or 
(C) if he has re!llsonable grounds for believ­
ing (i) that such employee has been issued 
a certifica te by the National Labor Rela tions 
Board either that he is a member of a re­
ligious' sect or division thereof, the estab­
lished and traditional tenets or teachings 
of which oppose a requirement that a mem­
ber of such sect or division join or finan­
cially support any labor organization, or that, 
even though he is not a member of such a 
religious sect or division thereof, he holds 
conscientious objections to membership in 
any labor organization based upon his re­
ligious training and beliefs in relation to a 
Supreme Being involving duties superior to 
those arising from any human relation, and 
(ii) either that such employee h as t imely 
p aid, in lieu of periodic dues and initiation 
fees, sums equal to such dues and initiation 
fees to a nonreligious charitable fund exempt 
from taxation under section 501(c) (3) of 
the Internal Revenue Code, designated by the 
la.bor organization, or that the labor organi­
zation h as fa iled upon request to designate 
such a fund or waives such payment, or (iii) 
that such employee has complied with alter­
native arrangements mutually agreed upon 
by such employee and such labor organiza­
tion;". 

This language was added so that they 
and others who hold such religious be­
liefs, even though not formally church 

members, are not to be compelled to join 
the union even if it were to win a union 
shop election in the manner I have in­
dicated. 

In order, however, to prevent religious 
grounds from being used merely to free 
the worker from financial payments, it is 
provided that in these cases the ex­
empted worker shall have to pay the 
equivalent of the periodic dues and in­
itiation fees either to a nonreligious 
charitable fund exempt from taxation 
which can either be designated by the 
union or jointly by the union and man­
agement or by his church, or the union 
can free the worker completely from 
payments. This seems a very happy 
so1ution, and I am very glad that it has 
been adjudged satisfactory by repre­
sentatives of the churches involved. It 
should meet any legitimate criticism on 
this score. 

I have interviewed a number of those 
good people, and they seem to be satis­
fied with this provision. It should meet 
any legitimate criticism on this score. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield 
to my good friend from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. It is extremely helpful 
at this early stage in the debate that the 
able Senator from Illinois has discussed 
at some length this particular amend­
ment. Many of us, long years ago, had 
made the determination that section 14 
(b) was an undesirable aspect of our 
law, and we had intended to support 
fully the effort to remove it. However, 
as the Senator from Illinois says, we 
were approached by not very many per­
sons, but persons who voiced a concern 
which struck a highly responsive chord, 
I know, in the heart of the Senator from 
Illinois, and of the junior Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As a member of a 
small religious group which, while it does 
not oppose union membership, has some­
times had members who have been in dis­
sent, let me say that this has been very 
close to my heart, too. 

Mr. HART. This I know. I think it 
especially salutary that this discussion is 
now in the hands of the Senator from 
Illinois, who perhaps more than any of 
us can sense the concern which gave rise 
to visits to many of us by delegations 
from small groups of completely sincere 
Americans. 

I, for one, was deeply troubled. I had 
made a solid commitment to support the 
repeal of section 14 (b). I did it in the 
deep conviction that labor-management 
relations across the country would be ad­
vantaged by it, and the strength of the 
economy increased. 

For a few days, I had reached the 
rather tentative conclusion that unless 
we could respond to the small, relatively 
weak persons whose moral convictions 
would make abhorrent the direct contri­
butions to union dues, I might well have 
to back off from what I felt was a com­
mitment of many years standing. Many 
of us who shared this concern owe a deep 
debt of gratitude to the committee for 
having developed the approach which 
the Senator from illinois has so elo­
quently described. I know that he con-

tributed materially to the development 
of that thought. He has been for it, and 
I believe the committee has, as well. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I deeply appreciate 
what the fine Senator from Michigan 
has said. I, too, believe that the com­
mittee did extremely well in adopting 
this provision. 

It should also be recorded that in the 
negotiations leading to the inclusion of 
this clause, when we raised the matter 
with representatives of organized labor, 
I found no opposition. They were quick 
to recognize the im:Portance of the point 
and were very willing to work out co­
operative relationships. 

One of .the big problems in modern life 
is to reconcile the needs of the commu­
nity for unified action and the desire to 
provide as much scope for individual 
conscience as is possible. Democratic 
institutions do this in the political proc­
ess. It is not always possible to do it 
fully in military matters. But we should 
try to do so wherever it can be done. I 
am happy that this relationship has been 
worked out in this instance. 

For the purpose of the RECORD, I 
should add that in certain industries 
which now provide for the union shop, 
unions and management have worked out 
a similar arrangement. This was true 
in Indiana prior to the repeal of the 
Indiana right-to-work statute. Perhaps 
that action may have furnished us with 
the textual model for this clause. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan. 
PROTECTIONS ARE RETAINED AGAINST FORCED 

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

A second technical objection to the 
union shop is the charge that some men 
do not want to have the dues they pay 
into a union used for political purposes. 
But this ignores the prohibitions and 
limitations which are already imposed by 
law governing such expenditures. By 
both the Taft-Hartley Act and the Labor­
Management Relations Act of 1959, 
unions are prohibited from contributing 
to political parties or candidates for elec­
tion purposes. Such money as is used 
for these purposes is raised instead by 
voluntary contributions through the 
Committee on Political Education­
otherwise known as COPE and similar 
groups. If a union member does not 
want to give for such causes, all he needs 
to do is to refrain. No such contribution 
is compulsory and, as a matter of fact, a 
large majority of the members of .the 
AFL-CIO do not contribute to COPE or 
to any similar group. 

Unions and employers alike can spend 
money to register voters and to advocate 
or oppose specific pieces of legislation. I 
think it is only fair and proper that they 
both can do this, but I wish to stress that 
this right should be mutual. If it is an 
admitted right of employers and corpo­
rations, it should also be the right of 
labor and of unions. If denied to labor, 
it should be denied to capital. 
THE INCONSISTENCIES CREATED BY THE INTE­

GRATED BAR LAWS 

I have been somewhat amused by let­
ters which I have received from many 
lawyers bitterly opposing the union ship, 
defending the existing section 14(b) and 
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opposing its repeal. These men are gen­
erally-although probably not univer­
sally-in the same breath, advocates of 
the so-called acts to establish an "inte­
grated bar." 

What is an integrated bar? I suggest 
that people can get a good description of 
an integrated bar in a book recently pub­
lished entitled "The Integrated Bar," 
written by David D. McKean, and pub­
lished by Houghton-Mifflin. 

I have been collecting information 
upon the integrated bar from the Ameri­
can Bar Association and from the Li­
brary of Congress. 

State integrated-bar laws require 
membership in the bar association as a 
prerequisite to practicing before the 
courts of the State. The various bar 
associations are private institutions mak­
ing their own rules and procedures. In 
the States which have an integrated bar, 
no matter how able and learned or vir­
tuous a man may be, he cannot practice 
before the courts of the State unless he 
is a member of this private organization 
or guild. If expelled from the bar asso­
ciation, he loses his right to practice and 
is shut off from earning a living by the 
actions of a private body. 

I have never heard a lawyer protest 
recently against these integrated bar 
statutes. On the contrary, it has been 
legal pressure which got these laws en­
acted in the :first place and which fur­
nishes the driving force to extend them. 

Now let us call the roll of these inte­
grated-bar States. The Library of Con­
gress has furnished me with such a list. 
They are Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, 
Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, 
Idaho, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, 
New Mexico, North Carolina, North Da­
kota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, 
Texas,. Utah, Virginia, Washington, West 
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. So 
counting Arkansas, which has a state­
wide disciplinary organization ·of which 
practicing attorneys must be contribut­
ing members--an integrated bar in ef­
fect-28 States have integrated bars-­
over half the States of the Nation. 

(At this point, Mr. RUSSELL of South 
Carolina assumed the chair.) 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I notice that South 
Carolina is well and ably represented in 
the Chamber at this time. The distin­
guished senior Senator from South Caro­
lina yielded the floor to me so that I . 
might make my speech. I now see in 
the chair the very able junior Senator, 
former Governor of that State, and 
former Assistant Secretary of State 
under James F. Byrnes. 

I congratulate the Senators from that 
State, when I say that South Carolina 
apparently does not have an integrated 
bar. I therefore exempt South Carolina 
from my list. However, 28 States do 
have an integrated bar. 

It is interesting that 15 of these States, 
namely, Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, 
Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, Nebraska, 
Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and 
Wyoming have integrated bars and also 
have so-called right-to-work statutes 
which prohibit unions and employers 
from agreeing that workers should join 

the recognized unions after they have 
been hired. Here we have the State 
using its powers to compel lawyers to 
join their professional association and, 
at the same time, prohibiting employers 
and employees from agreeing upon a sim­
ilar procedure for workmen. The lawyers 
apparently take the position, "It's all 
right for me, but absolutely wrong for 
you." 

The law is supposed to be a profession 
which requires logic in a high degree. 
But ·the logical and ethical inconsist­
encies in these situations pass human 
understanding. 

I have heard lawyers attempt to de­
fend these contradictions on the ground 
that the bar associations are alleged to 
be Simon pure professional bodies while 
unions are purely economic organiza­
tions. But this attempted definition 
misses the mark by a very wide margin. 
By its large degree of control over en­
trance and expulsion, the bar can largely 
control the number of practitioners and, 
hence, indirectly their incomes and their 
behavior. In their conversations with 
each other, it is possible for them to work 
out common policies on fees and their 
attitudes toward gratuitous legal serv­
ices to the poor, such as we are now 
experiencing in the District of Columbia. 
We may well remember the remark of 
Adam Smith when he said that "gentle­
men of the same trade meet together 
either for merriment or diversion but 
that the meeting results in some con­
spiracy to raise prices." Is human na­
ture much different from what it was two 
centuries ago? 

Are lawyers exempt from this? I do 
not believe that any fair-minded lawyer, 
if put on the stand under oath, and com­
pelled to answer, could deny that these 
and other matters of an economic nature, 
are considered and formally or infor­
mally acted upon by members. The 
codes of conduct are moreover often of 
an economic as well as of an ethical char­
acter. 

Unions, on the other hand, perform 
some of the functions of the old guilds 
and of the modern professional organiza­
tions. They set standards of competency 
and help enforce them. They often con­
tribute money individually and organiza­
tionally for charitable purposes. 

Notice, moreover, that the "integrated 
bar" statutes are compulsory member­
ship laws imposed throughout a juris­
diction by the coercive powers of the 
State. The union shop agreements, on 
the other hand, are not imposed by the 
State upon industry but are voluntary 
agreements entered into by labor and 
management. Moreover, the integrated 
bar provides not only for a union shqp 
but also, in effect, for a closed shop. 

The repeal of 14 (b) would therefore 
give only permissive power to the in­
terested parties to agree on such an ar­
rangement whereas the much touted 
proposals for an integrated bar, dear to 
the hearts of so many lawyers, are both 
mandatory and statewide in character. 
THERE SHOULD BE A NATIONAL POLICY PERMIT-

TING EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES TO AGREE 
ON A UNION SHOP 

Hitherto I have been arguing on the 
basis of principle as to why we should 

repeal14(b). And this should be the pri­
mary consideration. But we also need 
to consider the effects of the so-called 
right-to-work laws upon wages and em­
ployment in the 31 States which do not 
have such laws--of which my State of 
Illinois is one-and in which the union 
shop is not illegal. · 

Frequently I have heard of plants in 
Illinois which have picked up and moved 
to some southern right-to-work State be­
cause wages are lower there than they 
are with us. The employer also feels 
protected against the unionization of llls 
employees not only because of the oppo­
sition to unionism on the part of the po­
lice, the chambers of commerce, and the 
local power structures, but also because 
of the right-to-work laws. This factor 
also helps to swing new plants in cer­
tain industries away from the non-right­
to-work States to those which have such 
laws. 

Without wishing to make the South a 
whipping boy in any respect, this is par­
ticularly the case in the 10 Southern 
States, but I believe it is also one factor, 
for example, in the movement of meat 
packing west of the Mississippi and into 
the high plains. 

Moreover, the products of the right to 
work States with their generally lower 
scales and les~ liberal social legislation­
and this was fully documented in the 
Senate hearings-inevitably enter into 
competition with those from the other 
States and depress wages and working 
conditions there. The truth is that, in 
a national market, where products pro­
duced in a given place are sold over the 
country as a whole, and en~r into com­
petition with products from other States, 
a State cannot live-by itself. If it per­
mits and encourages antiunionism, the 
evil results are not confined within its 
borders but are spread elsewhere. Mod­
ern communications, the steamboat, the 
railroad, the airplane, the tractor-trailer 
and superhighways have largely elimi­
nated State boundaries as economic fac­
tors. We have a national economic mar­
ket, and we cannot adequately set min­
imum standards for that national mar­
ket State by State, because in so doing, 
we will always put the advanced States 
at a competitive disadvantage compared 
with those States which have lower 
standards. 

That is why we need a national labor 
policy, and not one which grants to a 
few States the power to pull down condi­
tions elsewhere. That is why the Wag­
ner Act was passed in 1935. That is why 
the Social Security Act was passed in 
that same year. That is why, in 1939, 
we abolished child labor and established 
the basic 40-hour week, and why we pro­
vided for a national minimum wage. 
Those facts were fully realized in the 
thirties, the men who then sat in our 
seats by overwhelming majorities ap­
proved them, and the country, under the 
stress of a great depression, understood 
what was involved and acted. 

Thirty years have now passed. People 
give general support to· the institution of 
unionism, but a large body of opinion 
would at the same time give to the 
States "hunting licenses" to make union­
ization difficult if not impossible, and by 
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so doing, to create pockets of low wages 
and long hours which undermine labor 
standards for the whole of the Nation. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I believe that 
we should not make an exception in the 
case of the union shop, and that we 
should repeal14(b). 

Mr. President, that concludes my 
formal sp(lech. I leave the issue to my 
colleagues and to the country; and now 
I am happy to yield to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, if it 
is within the allowable procedure at this 
time, could I have 1 minute to comment? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Illinois be permitted to yield to the 
Senator from West Virginia for a ques­
tion, if that is his purpose. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I thank the Sena­
tor. 

Mr. THURMOND. Without losing 
my right to the floor, and with the un­
derstanding that when I resume, it will 
not be considered a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank both the 
Senator from South Carolina and the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
am most interested in the pertinent com­
ment of the Senator from Tilinois. I 
refer to his discussion of the earlier acts 
which came in the thirties, which have 
meant much, not only to labor, but to 
business as well. This is true because 
there has come about a partnership be­
tween management and labor through 
acts like the fair labor standards legis­
lation. 

I remember very vell when the · oppo­
nents of the Fair Labor Sltanda:r;ds Act 
came before the Labor Committee of the 
House of Representatives, of which I was 
then a member. Those persons main­
tained, in effect, that if such legislation 
became law, it would ruin the business 
structure of America. 

History shows that those fears have 
not been realized. Unfortunately, the 
same type of opposition confronted other 
measures which were enacted into law. 
during the administration of Franklin 
D. Roosevelt. I compliment the senior 
Senator from illinois not only for point­
ing out the basic issue with which we are 
now faced, but for his very proper refer­
ences to the pioneering which has given 
to America a basis, not for misunder­
standing, but for understanding. Busi­
ness and industry, I repeat, profited by 
the enactment of the legislation which 
some segments of business and industry 
opposed in the thirties. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia very much, and I 
again express my appreciation to the 
Senator from South Carolina for yield­
ing the floor. I hope I have given him a 
little rest, so that he may pursue his ar­
guments with even greater strength than 
otherwise. I understand that my re­
marks w111 be printed before or at the 
conclusion of his. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
need no rest. I was happy to accommo­
date the senior Senator from illinois, 
however. I ~m always glad to accom-

modate him, even though I frequently 
disagree with him. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Had the Senator 
needed the rest, I would gladly have 
given it to him. I deeply appreciate his 
kindness to me. 

During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 
speech, 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. HART] 
without losing my right to the floor, that 
his remarks will appear elsewhere in the 
RECORD, and that upon my resumption it 
w111 not be considered a second speech by 
me on the same legislative day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER . . Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT OF SECURITIES ACT 
OF 1933 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate a bill 
coming over from the House, H.R. 7169. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be­
fore the Senate H.R. 7169, an act to 
amend the Securities Act of 1933 with 
respect to certain registration fees, which 
was read twice by its title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate considera­
tion of the bill? 

There b~ing no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the b111. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, H.R. 7169 
is identical with S. 1707, a bill to amend 
6 (b) of the Securities Act of 1933, which 
passed the Senate yesterday. 

I move the adoption of H.R. 7169. 
The ·PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was ·agreed to; ·and the 

b111 (H.R. 7169) was ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the action of the 
Senate yesterday in passing S. 1707 be 
reconsidered and that S. 1707 be in­
definitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered; and the vote by which the b1ll 
<S. 1707) passed w111 be reconsidered and 
S. 1707 will be indefinitely postponed. 

REPEAL OF SECTION 14 (b) OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
ACT, AS AMENDED 
The Senate·resumed the consideration 

of the motion of the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD] that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 77) to repeal section 14(b) 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended, and section 703(b) of the 
Labor-Management Reporting Act of 
1959 and to amend the first proviso of 
section 8(a) (3) of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended. 

During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 
speech, 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, w111 
the Senator from South Carolina yield to 
me without losing any of his rights, with 
the understanding that on his resump­
tion, his speech not be counted as a 

second speech, and without his rights be­
ing in any way considered abridged? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield to the 
majority leader with that understand­
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, at the con­
clusion of the prayer and the disposi­
tion of the Journal on Friday, the time 
thereafter be equally divided between the 
minority and majority leaders prior to a 
vote at 1 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr. Presi­
dent, I did not understand the unani­
mous-consent request. Is the Senator 
still proposing to vote by 1 o'clock on 
Friday? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; and, further­
more, that the time consumed in that 
period is not to be considered as a sec­
ond speech on the pending business, 
whatever the pending business really is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? If not, it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
was subsequently reduced to writing, as 
follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Ordered, That the Senate proceed to vote 

on the motion to lay on the table (to be 
made by the Senator .from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD] ) , the motion to proceed to the 
consideration of H.R. 77, an act to repeal 
section 14(b) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended, and section 705(b) of the 
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
Act of 1959 and to amend the first proviso 
of section 8(a) (3) of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended, at 1 o'clock p.m. 
on Friday, October 8, and that the time for 
debate on the motion following the prayer 
and approval of the Journal be equally . 
divided and controlled respectively by the 
majority and minority leaders. 

Ordered further, That speeches made be­
fore 1 o'clock p.m. on that day not be counted 
as a speech on the pending question. 

During the delivery of Mr. THuRMoND's 
speech, 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the able, distinguished, and pretty 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] with­
out losing my right to the floor, with the 
understanding that her remarks will ap­
pear elsewhere in the RECORD; and that 
upon my resumption it will not be con­
sidered a second speech on this subject 
on the same legislative day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC CRISIS­
RIGHT OF SENATORS TO EX­
PRESS THEIR OPINIONS 
Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I want 

to thank the distinguished Senator, my 
good friend from South Carolina, for his 
eloquent words. 

Mr. President, recently the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the able junior Sena­
tor from Arkansas, made some observa­
tions in this Chamber critical of the in­
tervention of the United States in the 
Dominican Republic crisis. For making 
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this criticism, he was, in turn, severely 
criticized by many others. That criticism 
was not limited to disagreement with him 
on the views he expressed. Instead it 
criticized him for even expressing his 
dissent. 

I very decidedly disagree with his 
criticism of the action of President 
Johnson · on the Dominican Republic 
cns1s. I think the President acted 
courageously, wisely-and prudently. I 
think that for his action, we can thank 
Lyndon Johnson that there is not a 
second Castro in the Western Hemisphere 
and that the Dominican Republic is not 
today a sister Communist nation to Com­
munist Cuba. I believe that Americans 
overwhelmingly feel this way and dis­
agree with the junior Senator from 
Arkansas. 

But I not only defend the right of the 
junior Senator from Arkansas to express 
his deeply felt views and his sharp dis­
sent. I admire him for speaking his mind 
and his conscience. I admire him for the 
courage to run counter to conformity and 
the overwhelming majority. God forbid 
that the U.S. Senate ever become so 
shackled by conformity or so dominated 
by a tyranny of the majority that any 
Senator has to become a mental mute 
with his voice silenced for fear of being 
castigated for expressing convictions that 
do not conform with the overwhelming 
majority. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the able and distinguished senior Sen­
a tor from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
with the understanding that I shall not 
lose my right to the floor, that his re­
marks will appear elsewhere in the REC­
ORD, and upon my resumption, it will not 

. be considered a second speech by me on 
this subject. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­
dent, reserving the right to object, for 
how long a period of time 4oes the 
Senator from Mississippi wish to speak? 

Mr. EASTLAND. ·A few minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? .The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

REPEAL OF SECTION 14(b) OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
ACT, AS AMENDED 
The Senate resumed ·the consideration 

of the motion of the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] that the. Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
<H.R. 77) to repeal section 14 (b) of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amend­
ed, and section 703(b) of the Labor­
Management Reporting Act of 1959 and 
to amend the first proviso of section 
8(a) (3) of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended. 

During the delivery of Mr. THuRMOND's 
speech, 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I am 
opposed to the repeal of section 14(b) of 
the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended. Since 1947 this provision that 
was adopted in the Taft-Hartley Act has 
been a Magna Carta of freedom of 
choice on the part of the States and in­
dividuals in regard to union activities. It 

expresses a constitutional principle of 
rights that are reserved to the States and 
to the individual citizens. Even though 
only 19 States ·have now enacted right­
to-work statutes or provisions in State 
constitutions, the repeal of section 14(b)· 
would involve rights that are now in­
herent in all 50 States of the Union. 

Compulsory unionism is wrong, not 
only from a moral standpoint, but also 
from a constitutional and legal stand­
point. I believe the figures are correct 
that of some 70 million workers in the 
United states, only 17 or 18-million ac­
tually belong to labor unions. The 17 or 
18 million who belong to the unions, for 
the most part, are compelled against 
their will to follow the direction and dic­
tates of a handful of labor leaders, who 
are fast becoming potent and powerful 
political bosses, due to the fact that they 
hold the balance of economic life and 
death over the members of the union; 
and if the Federal Government makes it 
possible to compel every individual 
working for an employer that is union­
ized to join that union, this power over 
employment and the economic life of 
the individual workingman will become 
absolute. 

What was said in the conference re­
port adopting section 14 (b) is just as 
true today as it was the day it was 
written. The report says: 

Under the House bill there was included a 
new section 13 of the National Labor Rela­
tions Act, to assure that nothing in the act 
was to be construed as authorizing any 
closed shop, union shop, maintenance of 
membership, or other form of compulsory 
unionism agreement in any State where the 
execution of such agreement would be con­
trary 1£<> State law. Many States have en­
acted laws or adopted constitutional provi­
sions to make all forms of compulsory union­
ism in those States illegal. It was never the 
intention of the National Labor Relations 
Act, as is disclosed by the legislative history 
of that act, to preempt the field in this re­
gard so as to deprive the States of their 
powers to prevent compulsory unionism. 
Neither the so-called closed shop proviso in 
section 8 ( 3) of the existing act nor the union 
shop and maintenance of membership pro­
viso in section 8(a) {3) of the conference 
agreement could be . said to authorize ar­
rangements of this sort in States where such 
arrangements were contrary to the State 
policy. To make certain that there should 
be no question about this, section 13 was 
included in the House bill. The conference 
agreement, in section 14{b), contains a pro­
vision having the same effect. 

Mr. President, if the present Cortgress 
takes positive action by repeal of section 
14 (b), it will be a premeditated and de­
liberate attempt to preempt the field in 
this regard so as to deprive the States 
of their powers to prevent compulsory 
unionism. If this demand of union la­
bor leaders is met, it will constitute a new 
variety of "yellow dog" contract, and the 
full Circle will have been encompassed. 
From an original situation whereby an 
employer prohibited any member of a 
union from working in his business, now 
the employer is prohibited, in turn, from 
hiring any individual to work for him 
who does not belong to a union. From 
the standpoint of the individual, com­
pulsory unionism is not more nor no less 
than another form of slavery--economic 

slavery of the worst kind, and one that 
has a profqund effect not only upon the 
individual himself, but upon the welfare 
of his wife and family and those that are 
dependent upon him. 

In considering legislation such as this 
which is now proposed, it is almost im­
possible. to get an expression of opinion 
from thos~ who are most closely involved 
in the issue. Who speaks for the 53-odd 
million workers in America who are not 
organized into and do not belong to 
unions? Who spealks for those in unions 
who believe in unions but are not satis­
fied with the manner in which their own 
union is operated, but who are helpless 
to raise their voices or to take action, 
due to the plenary power of the union 
leaders in punishing those who step out 
of line? Who speaks for those who are 
riow in the unions and do not believe in 
unions, but cannot express themselves? 
If the united action of all the powers in 
organized labor have been able to achieve 
a membership of 17 or 18 million out of a 
total labor force of 70 million workers, 
it is obvious on its face that there are 
many in the working force who, for rea­
sons of their own, do not care to belong 
to unions, and yet we all agree that vol­
untary union for the purpose of collective 
bargaining is an agency of good for both 
the workingman and the employer. The 
sound economic welfare of this country 
requires . that the Federal Government 
keep it this way and leave it to the in­
dividual States to decide for themselves 
whether or not they desire to establish a 
union shop or closed shop within a given 
space. 

Mr. President, the specious argument 
is ma<;le that requiring a worker to con­
tribute dues .and assessments to a union 
is not . tantamount to requiring him to 
join the union itself. Literally millions 
of union members do nothing insofar as 
the union is concerned but pay the dues 
that are checked off. It is the money 
that makes the union powerful, and it 
is the money that is sought to be exacted 
by the union leaders through the aboli­
tion of right-to-work laws; and regard­
less of the decision in the Street case, 
until many more court decisions of a 
clarifying and complementary nature 
are rendered, the money is going to be 
used for political purposes and a wide 
variety of other purposes that could be 
inimical to the desires, wishes, principles, 
and beliefs of the individual who is 
forced to contribute this money to the 
union against his will. Compulsory col­
lection of dues and assessments is ab­
solutely equal to compulsory member­
ship in a union, and whether he likes it 
or not, the person who contributes this 
money would be a fool not to exercise 
whatever prerogatives he might get in 
return for the money. 

It was former Supreme Court Justice 
Cardozo who said: 

There is no freedom without choice. The 
mind is in chains when it is without the 
op~ortunity of choice. 

In the origin and development of the 
labor movement itself, both Mr. Gom­
pers ·and other labor leaders recognized 
that voluntarism was the glory of 
the union movement. Compulsory un-
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ionism as proposed by the repeal of sec­
tion 14(b) is a form of class legislation 
of the grossest kind. It confers special 
privileges on the bosses of labor over the 
working man himself. Gompers' actual 
words in regard to compulsory union­
ism-and he was a great man and a 
great patriot-were: 

No lasting gain can come from compul­
sion. If we seek to force, we but tear apart 
that which united is invincible. • • • I 
want to say to you, men and women of the 
American labor movement, do not reject the 
cornerstone upon which labor structure has 
been built, but base your all upon volun­
tary principles. 

George Harrison, president of the 
Railway Clerks and a chief spokesman 
for the railway unions, when they asked 
for repeal of the Railway Labor Act 
right-to-work provision, made clear in 
testimony he gave before a committee 
in the 81st Congress as to exactly how 
union leaders intended to use the power 
given to them by compulsory unionism: 

Many times you are forced to handle in­
significant violations of your contract be­
cause a bunch of your members tell you 
they are going to quit paying dues if you 
do not. 

• • • • • 
Senator DoNNELL. The union shop is one 

of the ultimate purposes of this bill, S. 3295. 
That is correct; is it not? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 
Senator DoNNELL. And in the absence of 

that--that is, in the absence of the discip­
linary power which the union shop would 
give-you say the union is handicapped? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 
Senator DoNNELL. So, you want to h-ave 

disciplinary power over these, at least 280,000 
or 350,000 people, whatever that figure may 
be, who are not now members of the Union. 
That is correct; is it not? 

Mr. HARRISON. Not only over those people, 
but over all of our members. 

Senator DoNNELL. In other words, you want 
to have disciplinary power over your present 
membership which you already have? 

Mr. HARRISON. But not able to exercise be­
cause of the voluntary character of the 
membership. 

Senator DoNNELL. You feel you should 
have disciplinary power over all of them? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 
Senator · DoNNELL. Let me ask you this: 

Disciplinary power means the power to dis· 
cipline, does it not? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 
Senator DoNNELL. You want it to be ap­

plicable not only to the present members but 
you want it applicable to that number that 
we wm say roughly is 300,000 persons, ·in ad­
dition to the disciplinary power that you have 
now. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is right, but we want 
it over every person subject to the contract. 

Congress did pass the repeal of the 
right-to-work provision in the Railway 
Labor Act, and it is interesting to note 
that after this repeal dues were in­
creased, service to members fell off, and 
the wishes of the rank-and-file workers 
were ignored to a greater and greater 
degree. 

The late U.S. Supreme Court Justice 
Louis D. Brandeis, who was as good a 
friend as unions and the laboring man 
ever had, on the question of voluntarism, 
had this to say: 

The union attains success when it reaches 
the ideal condition, and the ideal condition 

for a union is to be strong and stable and 
yet to have in the trade outside its own 
ranks an appreciable nu~ber of men who 
are nonunionist. Such a nucleus of un­
organized labor will check oppression by the 
union as the union checks oppression by the 
employer. 

And in 1962, our present Ambassador 
to the United Nations, former Supreme 
Court Justice, and most eminent labor 
lawyer, said this: 

In your own organization you have to win 
acceptance not by an automatic device which 
brings a new employee into your organiza­
tion, but you have to win acceptance by your 
own conduct, your own action, your own 
wisdom, your own responsibility, and your 
own achievements. • • • from my experi­
ence representing the trade union movement 
this is not a handicap. • • • This is a great 
advantage • • • you have an opportunity 
to bring into your organization people who 
come in because they want to come. 

Justice Black said, in an opinion ren­
dered in 1961: 

There can be no doubt that the federally 
sanctioned union shop contract here, as it 
actually works, takes a part of the earnings 
of some men and turns it over to others, 
who spend a substantial part of the funds so 
received in efforts to thwart the political, 
economic, and ideological hopes of those 
whose money has been forced from them 
under authority of law. 

Justice Douglas said: 
If the dues are used, or assessments are 

made, to promote or oppose birth control, 
to repeal or increase the taxes on cosmetics, 
to promote or oppose the admission of Red 
China into the United Nations, and the like, 
then the group compels an individual to 
support with his money causes beyond what 
gave rise to the need for group action. 

I think the same must be said when union 
dues or assessments used to elect a Gov­
ernor, a Congressman, a Senator, or a Presi­
dent. It may be said that the election of a 
Franklin D. Roosevelt rather than a Calvin 
Coolidge might be the best possible way to 
serve the cause of collective bargaining. But 
even such a selective use of union funds for 
political purposes subordinates the individ­
ual's first amendment rights to the views 
of the majority. 

I do not see how that can be done even 
though the objector regains his rights to 
campaign, to speak, to vote as he chooses. 
For when union funds are used for that pur­
pose, the individual is required to finance 
political projects against which he may be in 
rebellion. 

At a later point I am going to have 
much more to say about this matter of 
union dues being used for political pur­
poses, but here a much wider area is 
being covered by these two justices in 
their discussion of the matter than in 
the narrow area of political contributions 
alone. 

Expressions of the Nation's press are 
more or less uniform as being opposed 
to the repeal of section 14(b). Here are 
a few samples: 

The New York Times, May 26, 1965: 
It is strange to find Mr. Wirtz treating this 

as a matter indistinguishable in essence from 
wages, hours, plant safety, or other staples 
of collective bargaining. • • • 

But it is a callous oversimplification to 
suggest that no element of individual liberty 
is at stake and that the paramount right in 
the equation is that of management and 
labor to make whatever disposition of the 
workers they "deem mutually satisfactory." 

New York Herald Tribune, May 19, 
1965: 

The chief losers if 14 (b) is repealed are 
relatively few in number, and have little 
political muscle; they're the workers who 
want the right, if they don't like a particular 
union, or its leaders, or its policies, or if they 
simply cherish their independence, not to 
join. It's extraordinary that a nation so 
dedicated to liberty should want to take away 
that right; and th.at compulsory unionism 
should become a rallying cry of people call­
ing themselves liberals. 

Annapolis, Md., Capital, April 9, 1965: 
· Compulsory unionism would be a paralyz­

ing blow against the liberties we all hold so 
necessary to keep America strong. 

Pontiac, Mich., Press, March 31, 1965: 
To make 14(b) seem, in any way, an anti­

labor measure requires some massive twist­
ing of plain language. It simply says that 
each worker • • • will have the right to 
join or not to join a union as he chooses, 
and in either case he can keep his job • • • 
If that is not basic freedom, what is? 

Detroit Free Press, January 23, 1965: 
Where the right-to-work law does not 

exist, there isn't even maintenance of the 
separate but equal fiction. Its absence is 
nothing more than legislative acquiescence 
to racial discrimination in union charters­
for all that legislators may have to say about 
their hearts going out to the Negro and 
their desire to make him in every way a first-
class citizen. · 

Trenton, N.J., Trentonian, May 25, 
1965: 

Freedom of belief • • • is what the fight 
over 14(b) is all about. One simple, basic 
right that belongs to all Americans. And 
that's why be believe-with due apologies 
to Congressman THOMPSON, who violently 
disagrees with us-that 14(b) should not 
be repealed. • • • 

The basic issue that revolves around 14(b) 
is one of human rights. That's what makes 
it so surprising that dedicated liberals 
SUC'h as Olllt' own FRANK THOMPSON, WhO have 
fought so long and so valiantly for the 
rights of all people, should now be eager to 
junk one particular right. 

Akron, Ohio, Beacon Journal, Febru­
ary 21, 1965: 

Union leaders have long assailed Taft­
Hartley as a slave labor law. • • • actually, 
there is no experience which supports the 
slave labor claim, as anyone can determine 
by reading the strike news. The case against 
14(b) is similarly exaggerated. 

I have a more recent editorial from 
the Akron Beacon Journal from which 
I should like to quote. On May 19~ the 
Akron Beacon Journal editorialized and 
concluded with this statement: 

We believe that States which see fit to en­
act such laws should have the privilege of 
doing so without being overruled by the Fed­
eral Government. 

Port Huron, Mich., Times Herald. 
February 10, 1965: 

Why should the Federal Government tell 
any State whether it should or should not 
require workers to be members of unions? 

Hagerstown, Md., Herald, January 27. 
1965: 

Fourteen (b) injures no one. Its repeal 
would benefit only labor union officials. It 
is the only guarantee against c~ptive union 
membership. It had best be kept. 
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Columbus, Ohio, Dispatch, January 10, 
1965: 

In the balance hangs t h e workers' own 
survival and that of their own families. 
Human bondage has no place in the United 
States. 

San Francisco Examiner, May 20, 
1965: 

We have found ourselves in agreement 
with most things L.B.J. has done. We feel 
that in most matters we think as the Presi­
dent does. Our thinking usually being 
alike, we have often concurred with his 
views • • •. 

But we think he is wrong in urging aboli­
tion of laws which give a worker the right 
to belong or not to belong to a union, and 
urge him to reconsider his request to 
Congress. 

This might be an appropriate point, 
Mr. President, to read into the RECORD a 
statement by our present President, made 
as late as 1960 when he was seeking 
reelection to the Senate, in support of 
the Texas right-to-work law. He said: 

We restate our belief in the free enterprise 
system which holds the true key to growth 
and prosperity, and support adequate fi­
nancing of the Texas Industrial Commission 
and the tourist program of the State high­
way department. Necessary to this develop­
ment are the preservation of goods labor 
relations, the right-to-work law, improve­
ments in industrial and occupational safety, 
and strict enforcement of our antitrust laws. 

If it was good for Texas 1n 1960, why 
should it not be good for Texas and the 
other 49 States to have this freedom to 
choose or not to choose right-to-work 
laws in 1965? 

The President also said, in his message 
to Congress on May 18, 1965.: 

The last 30 years have been unprecedented 
economic development in this country and 
unparalleled improvement in the general 
standard of living of the workingmen and 
women of America. 

Most of this has been accomplished pri­
vately. These are the fruits of free 
enterprise. 

This process of economic and human 
growth has been helped by wise legislative 
enactment, much of it beginning in the 
decade of the 1930's. 

It is difficult to justify that language 
with his recommendation to repeal sec­
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, be­
cause the unparalleled and unprece­
dented economic development about 
which he spoke was, by and large, 
achieved in an atmosphere where there 
was -freedom of choice on the part of the 
States to lia ve or not to have a policy in 
regard to right-to-work laws; and when 
we stifle the freedom of choice, we stifle 
the potential for economic development. 
As one witness cogently put it: 

The fundamental question is whether the 
Federal Government is going to allow the 
States to protect individual freedom of choice 
in the labor field or not. Shall a State be 
permitted to say to its citizens "you cannot 
be forced to pay tribute to any private or­
ganization in order to hold a job"? 

It is unthinkable that under our B111 
of Rights the courts of this country 
would ever require, from a Federal stand­
point, that this issue be resolved in favor 
of compelling an individual to pay trib­
ute against his w111 and become a mem­
ber of a private organization he does not 
choose to join in order to earn a living. 

Only last year the Opinion Research 
Corp., of Princeton, N.J., conducted a 
poll in which 67 percent of those polled 
replied that they felt a man should be 
able to hold a job without regard to 
whether he does or does not belong to a 
union. 

It is interesting to note that almost 
every nation in the free world proscribes 
compulsory unionism. In Europe those 
nations which do not permit compulsory 
unionism are Belgium, Denmark, France, 
Holland, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Austria, and Western Germany. These 
are the countries that are today the most 
highly industrialized of all in Europe and 
the ones which are annually increasing 
their gross national production to a point 
almost equal to or greater than that of 
the United States. 

As a matter of conscience, it is in­
credible that this country would exempt 
a man from combat duty because of his 
religious convictions in time of war, when 
our Nation is in the greatest and gravest 
of peril, and yet require one to join a 
labor union in peacetime in order to work 
and support himself and his family, when 
he is absolutely opposed to joining a un­
ion on the basis of deep-seated religious 
convictions. 

Much of the labor law that now ap­
pears on the statute books has been put 
there by legislators who believed that it 
was justified on the theory that unions 
are voluntary associations. Now Amer­
ican labor leaders, after winning the 
concessions on one basis, are trying to 
tell Congress that it must now turn 
around and preempt from all the States 
the power to say whether there shall or 
shall not be a union shop or a closed 
shop. The truth is that unions that are 
honestly run and serve the best interests 
of their members do not need compul­
sory unionism to keep them going. A 
union is neither worthy nor worthwhile 
when its existence depends upon forcing 
workers to join under threats of losing 
their jobs. One of the most incredible 
elements in the whole movement to re­
peal section 14(b) is the fact that the 
very liberals who talk the loudest and 
longest about civil rights are now bent 
on destroying the freedom of an individ­
ual to choose what organization or as­
sociation he shall or shall not join and 
what conditions he must meet to earn 
the bread for himself and his family. 
Freedom rests on choice, and where 
choice is denied freedom is destroyed. 

Mr. President, 1f the proponents of this 
bill require us to speak at great length 
and in detail, either this year or the next, 
it will be a privilege for me to participate 
to the fullest degree in this debate. In 
the remarks that I have made today, I 
have not alluded to the voluminous mass 
of material that appears in the hearings 
and files of the Senate Internal Security 
Subcommittee regarding communistic 
influences in unions. The past, present, 
and future attempts of the Communist 
conspiracy to infiltrate and control 
unions in this country is as strong an 
argument as can possibly be advanced 
against compulsory unionism. I intend 
to develop this subject to the fullest. 

I thank my distinguished friend the 
senior Sen tor from South Carolina [Mr. 
THURMOND] for his courtesies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that this be counted as one speech 
on this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
to the able and distinguished Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER], with the un­
derstanding that I shall not lose my 
right to the floor, that his remarks will 
appear elsewhere in the RECORD, and 
upon my resumption, it .will not be con­
sidered a second speech by me on this 
subject. 

STANDARDS FOR FOOD 
During. the delivery of Mr. THURMOND's 

speech, 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a little 

noticed but highly important organiza­
t ion is the Codex Alimentarius Commis­
sion, established in 1962 under the au­
spices of the United Nations Food and 
Agricultural Organization and the World 
Health Organization for the purpose of 
devising an international set of stand­
ards for food. There are now 45 of the 
some 100 eligible nations participating 1n 
drawing up this code. 
. The work of the Commission is highly 
important-not only as a means of im­
proving the quality of food for consumers 
but also as a means of discouraging ar­
bitrary standards as barriers against im­
ports of food products, including imports 
of U.S. food products. 

Although these standards will not, in 
the absence of bilateral or multilateral 
agreements, have legal status when they 
are adopted .by the Commission, they 
will have considerable weight of much 
of the international scientific commu­
nity behind them, an.d they can be ex­
pected to exercise a strong influence on 
the f0rm of national food laws around 
the world and in discouraging their use 
as nontarifi trade barriers. 

In today's Wall Street Journal there is 
an excellent article by Mr. Ted Stanton 
entitled "Standards for Food," which dis­
cusses the work of the Commission. He 
points .out that the Commission is direct­
ing its attention to all kinds of stand­
ards, not only those relating to the qual­
ity of types of food products, but to 
labeling, methods of analysis, food addi­
tives, _food hygiene, sampling, and pesti­
cide residues. 

He also points out that because of the 
method followed by the United States 1n 
its financial participation in United Na­
tions activities, additional money was not 
available to sponsor a U.S. delegation to 
the meetings of the Commission until 
next year, and that several private com­
panies contributed some $75,000 to fi­
nance participation of a delegation dur­
ing the last 3 years. I believe these com­
panies, unnamed in the article, are due 
the highest of praise for their contribu­
tions; but I am surprised that our Fed­
eral Government has not somehow 
worked out the proper financing of this 
delegation heretofore. Surely it merits 
our own Government's strongest support. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article from the Wall Street Journal 
be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed 'in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
STANDARDS FOR FooD; A UNIFORM WORLD CODE 

Is NEARER DESPITE SOME DISPUTES 

(By Ted Stanton) 
French and United States delegates square 

off this week in Paris over an issue little pub­
licized but with potentially broad significance 
to consumers around the world and the in­
dustries that feed them. 

In dispute is the scope, and thus to some 
extent the future, of the Codex Alimentarius 
(rough translation: food code), the most 
wide ranging effort yet attempted to bring 
some uniformity to the tangled food regula­
tions of the world. The French position is 
clear: Limit the work of the Codex pri­
marily to food standards that do no more 
than protect consumers• health. The United 
States is equally firm. Besides insuring that 
food is wholesome, says Nathan Koenig, Agri­
culture Department official heading the U.S. 
delegation to the Codex Commission, "the 
Codex must also facilitate international trade 
and help establish a common language for 
buyers and sellers. We've got to try to give 
the world's consumers some recognized basis 
for judging value." And it is vital, he adds, 
to bring it all together in one accepted body 
of standards. 

If the question of scope isn't resolved in 
this week's meeting of the committee on 
principles, the matter will go before the full 
Codex Alimentarius Commission, which will 
hold its third annual session October 19-29 in 
Rome. Even then, accord is far from assured. 

However, with or without it. agreement is 
likely soon, aft er 3 years of effort, on the 
first provisional international food standards 
of the Codex. Though proposals covering 
sweeteners will be the only ones this year 
to reach the next-to-final step of provisional 
status-lacking only one final review by all 
member nations-lengthy negotiations in a 
variety of fields have cleared away many 
obstacles to agreement. And 'Several poten­
tial hurdles--so-called nontariff barriers­
to future U.S. exports have been deftly 
turned aside. 

The Codex Alimentarius Commission was 
launched in 1962 under auspices of the 
United Nations Food and Agriculture Orga­
nization (FAO) and World Health Organiza­
tion (WHO). Its aim was to draw up stand­
ards that would bring a measure of harmony 
to an area characterized by confusion. An 
FAO study at the time documented the need: 
At least 135 different agencies or organiza­
tions, not even counting governments, were 
working independently on food standards. 

PARTICIPATION BROADENS 

Committees were set up at the first an­
nual session in 1963 to line out procedures 
and principles for the Codex, and to begin 
work on draft standards. The number of 
nations participating has increased each year, 
with 45 of the over 100 eligible countries 
represented at the session in Geneva last 
year. The Commission alternates its yearly 
meetings between Geneva .and Rome; com­
mittees meet frequently during the year in 
many places. 

U.S. officials are hopeful that establishment 
of the Codex ultimately will smooth greatly 
the fiow of food products among nations, 
providing in the process a greater variety of 
goods of assured quality for housewives of 
many lands, often at more competitive prices. 
Declares Franklin M. Depew, president of the 
Food Law Institute: "U.S. industry has a ma­
jor stake in the work of the Codex, because 
of the importance of making sure that other 
nations don't employ food standards as bar· 
riers against imports of U.S. food products." 

For international manufacturers a.nd ex­
porters, who must meet multiple require­
ments of individual countries to move their 
goods, he notes that unification a~ legislation 
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would simplify their operations. The Codex 
is important for those operating within the 
United States, too, he adds, because "legis­
lation created outside the Unlted States may, 
as time goes on, be adopted by or influence 
the United States." · 

The standards being worked out won't au­
tomatically become law for the nations of 
the Codex, "but that very fact makes it 
somewhat easier to get broad agreement on 
them," according to Harry Meisel, a Corn 
Products Co. executive who has served as one 
of the industry advisers to the U.S. delega­
tion since the inception of the Codex. The 
standards, though without legal status, will 
have the considerable weight of much of the 
international scientific community behind 
them, Mr. Meisel notes. "And it is hoped 
they will have a strong infiuence in the long 
run on the form of national food laws around 
the world, and in discouraging the use of 
nontariff barriers," he says. "It is more diffi­
cult to defend a restrictive regulation if you 
stand alone when doing it." • 

Over the years, many food standards have 
been used to hamper international trade, 
often to protect a particular segment of a 
nation's economy. It is frequently done, says 
Mr. Koenig, "through incorporating into 
food standards limitations or prohibitions 
on the use of adidtives or other ingredients." 

He notes that an effort was made to write 
one such restriction into the proposed stand­
ards for orange juice. "Out of the first meet­
ing came a proposed requirement that only 
sucrose in dried form in a specified amount 
be permitted to be used as a sweetener in 
orange juice. This would, of course, close 
the door to the many other sweetening 
ingredients commonly used in the United 
States. And it would hav.e set a precedent 
for standards for other foods that use nutri­
tional sweeteners." Such a ban "would 
indeed be detrimental" to U.S. fruit juice 
exports, which run close to $50 mill1on an­
nually, he asserted. 

As a result of U.S. opposition, the stand­
ard was revised to permit use Of any dry 
sweetener in orange juice. 

Corn sirup regulations Ulustrate vividly 
the problems faced by manufacturers. Such 
sirups are used widely in the United States, 
but in Europe, where beet sugar is big busi­
ness, the story is quite different, and many 
sided. An industry survey of 11 European 
countries' regulations for 10 products, in­
cluding candy, ice cream, canned fruits, and 
baked goods, outlined the labyrinth the seller 
must solve to move his goods. 

A DIFFERENCE IN RESTRICTIONS 

At that time, it showed, West Germany 
prohibited use of corn sirup in four products, 
restricted it in five others and allowed un­
restricted use in candy. France barred or 
curbed it in all but candy and baked goods, 
Italy in all but ice cream and baked goods. 
Some items were admitted with declarations 
on the label, some with corn sirup allowed 
to account for only a specified maximum 
percentage of sweetening used. The United 
States, where nontariff barriers are not un­
known, either, had percentage maximums for 
three of the products, and no restrictions 
on the others. 

By contrast, Great Britain allowed unre­
stricted use in all 10 products. Remarks 
Robert G. Ruark, vice president for corpo­
rate research of Corn Products: "One would 
think the English stomach and the French 
stomach would perform identically, but I 
suppose the Frenchman would deny this to 
death." 

CUrbs appear in other industries, too. In 
West Germany, the most important restric­
tion on meat, according to Dr. c. E. Murphy, 
of the Agriculture Department's Meat In­
spection Division, is that all offal products, 
mainly liver and kidneys, "must be com­
pletely defrosted and inspected individually 
after entering the countljll'. This adds con-

siderably to the exporter's . cost, for he foots 
the b111, and the thawing and freezing also 
detracts from the quality of the meat." The 
United States, he notes, also defrosts and ln• 
spects, but only with samples of each ship-

. ment. The whole shipment is rejected, of 
· course, if the sample proves bad, he adds. 

Labeling requirements pose other prob­
lems. A British quart, for example, con­
tains about 8 fluid ounces more than a 
standard U.S. quart, and labels on u.s. 
goods destined for shipment there must con­
form to the British measure. Language 
problems alone frequently impose barriers, 
too. 

Bringing some order to these and many 
other confiicting codes is at the heart of the 
U.S. position on the range of the Codex. 
Negotiations on the standards, U.S. officials 
hope, wm ultimately help harmonize many 
of these and comparable restrictions. But 
the significance of the Commission's work 
may be substantially broader. In two areas 
it could be particularly helpful. 

Developing nations frequently lack there­
sources to write and implement meaningful 
food laws. Thus Canada finds it necessary 
to restrict meat imports to products from 
only 20 specified nations. Less developed 
nations, many officials believe, will benefit 
considerably by being able to draw on the 
Codex. And highly industrialized nations, 
such as those in the Common Market, may 
find it decidedly easier to reach an accord 
on a set of codes that refiect such a broad 
consensus. 

Significantly, notes Mr. Meisel, in the sev­
eral years that the six-nation Common Mar­
ket has been striving to write food standards 
into law, agreement has been reached on 
only a handful. Another participant in the 
Codex discussions adds somewhat ruefully, 
"The food standards business is a slow, slow 
affair." 

An advantage the Codex has over many 
other agencies working on food standards 
lies in the broad expertise it can bring to 
bear through the staffs and resources of the 
FAO and WHO. The agenda for the Rome 
meeting of the entire Cominission provides 
an indication of what has already been ac• 
complished. 

PROGRESS ON MANY ITEMS 

It includes progress reports on standards 
for milk, fish, honey, poultry, chocolate, fats 
and olls, fruit juices, meat, labeling, meth­
ods of analysis, food additives, food hygiene, 
sampling, and pesticide residues. Others on 
fats and oils and on processed fruits a.nd 
vegetables are about the farthest along to­
ward standards status. 

Most of these reports have been prepared 
by committees that were set up by the Com­
Inission during its initial annual meeting in 
1963 and staffed With experts from many 
nations. These committees prepare draft 
standards and then circulate them among 
the member nations. After discussion, com­
ment, and much revision within the com­
mittee, the proposals finally reach the pro­
visional standard stage. "General assembly 
type of debate is avoided as much as possi­
ble," notes Leonard Lobrad, of the National 
Canners Association, "because as broad agree­
ment as possible 1s needed to get them 
through." 

When the drafts reach the provisional 
stage they are presented to the general meet­
ing and all the member nations get one last 
chance for review. If the proposals survive, 
they become part of the Codex Alimentarius. 

Over the short life of the Codex, not sur­
prisingly, the troubles haven't been limited 
to the actual standards being written. A 
not insignificant question, from the U.S. 
standpoint, was financing during the first 3 
years. Because of the method of U.S. Gov­
ernment financial participation in U.N. 
activities, additional money couldn't be 
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voted to sponsor. the U.S. delegation until 
1966. But several companies pitched in a 
total of about $75,000, which permitted U.S. 
participation in the work of the Codex from 
the beginning. 

The international aspects of the Codex 
spawned some difficulties, too. The agenda 
adopted-for the second session last year in­
dicated a difference .over what was said as 
well as what should be tsaid. One Commis­
sion report included a footnote pointing out 
"discrepancies between English and French 
and Spanish versions of the report of the 
first session." 

Despite the occasional stops and starts, 
however, the building of an international set 
of food standards appears to be progressing. 

RELIEF TO VICTIMS OF HURRICANE 
BETSY-PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
TO S. 1861 
During the delivery of Mr. THuRMOND's 

speech, 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­

dent, will the Senator yield briefly to 
me, reserving his right to the floor, and 
with his right to continue his speech 
without it counting as a second speech? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Louisiana with 
that understanding and the further un­
derstanding that the remarks of the able 
junior Senator from Louisiana appear 
elsewhere in the REcORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­
dent, some time ago I introduced a bill, 
(S. 2591) to provide additional assistance 
for areas suffering major disaster, to 
help people who had suffered disastrous 
losses as a result of hurricane Betsy in 
Louisiana and in some parts of Missis­
sippi. 

I have discussed this matter with the 
distinguished chairman of the ' Public 
Works Committee, to which the bill was 
referred. The chairman pointed out to 
me that his committee has acted favor­
ably and forwarded to the HouseS. 1861, 
which measure is awaiting action by 
the House. The chairman suggested to 
me that the most expeditious way in 
which to get action on this measure 
would be for the House to amend the 
bill in order that the Senate conferees, 
who are the senior members of the Com­
mittee on Public Works, might have an 
opportunity to consider it in conference 
with the House. 
· In the event that such action cannot 
be had in the House of Representatives, 
I hope that the committee will hold hear­
ings in order that we might proceed with 
the measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have printed at this point in the 
REcORD the suggested language which the 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works and I have discussed, and which 
I anticipate the chairman of the com­
mittee will support in the event that the 
House should see fit to send it to us. 

There being no objection, the pro­
posed amendments were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD,_ a~ follows: 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO S. 1861 OFFERED 

BY MR. LoNG OF LOUISIANA 

On page 4, li_ne 1, after " (d) " insert 
"(1) ". J -

On page 4, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

" ( 2) The Small Business Administration 
shall cancel up to $5,000 of the principal 
obligation of any borrower under a loan 
made pursuant to section 7(b) (1) of the 
Small Business Act, if (A) such loan was 
made for the repair or replacement of 
property damaged or lost as the result of a 
major disaster, and {B) such property was 
not insurable against the type of damage or 
loss sustained." 

On page 11, beginning with line 16, strike 
out all down through line 22, and insert in 
lieu thereof 'the following: 

"(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is also 
authorized to make grants to fish farmers 
and oyster planters whose fish farming or 
oyster planting facilities have been damaged 
as the result of a major disaster. Such 
grants shall be made for the purpose of as­
sisting such farmers or planters in restoring 
their facilities to normal productive capacity, 
or, in the case of oyster planters, to prepare 
new seeding grounds. · 

"(c) The amount of the grant authorized 
under this section in the case of any farmer, 
or any fish farmer or oyster planter, shall not 
exceed an amount determined by the Secre­
tary to be equal to two-thir.ds of the total 
cost of preparing the damaged farmlands for 
cultivating and restoring such farmlands to 
normal productive capacity, or in restoring 
fish farming or oyster planting facilities to 
normal productive capacity, or in preparing 
new oyster seeding grounds, as the case may 
be, and in no event shall the amount of any 
such grant in the case of any farmer, fish 
farmer, or oyster planter exceed $10,000." 

On page 11, line 23, strike out " (c) " and 
insert in lieu thereof "{d)". 

On page 12, line 3, strike out "(d)" and 
insert in lieu thereof " (e) ". 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­
dent, I hope very much that the House 
of Representatives will consider this 
language because I have assurance from 
the chairman of the Senate committee 
that an approach of this sort would be 
favorably considered by the chairman, 
and that there is good reason to believe 
that the senior members of his commit­
tee would be inclined to go along with 
this language. It does, in my judgment, 
substantially what the measure that I 
had introduced would achieve. 

I submit the proposed amendments to 
S. 1861, which has been passed by the 
Senate, in the hope that the House will 
take note of the proposed amendments. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 

speech, 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum, and re­
quest that this quorum call appear at the 
beginning of my address. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
upon my resuming after the quorum call, 
it not be considered a second speech upon 
this subject on this legislative day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from South Carolina? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the, roll. . 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. -

Bartlett " 
Bible; 
Burdick 
Case 
Church 

·[No. 282 Leg.J 
Clark 
Dodd 

• Douglas • 
, 1 ~Fong. 

et. Gruening !. 

Harris 
Hart 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
:a:ruska I, 

Inouye Miller 
Jackson Morse 
Kuchel Moss 
Lausche Murphy 
Magnuson Muskie 
Mansfleld Pastore 
McGovern Proxmire 
Mcintyre Randolph 
McNamara Russell, S.C. 

Russell, Ga. 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Thurmond 
Tydings 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BREWSTER], the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. CANNON], the Senator from Missis­
sippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], the Sena­
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. JoR­
DAN], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
LONG], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN], the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NE'9"BERGERJ, the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], 
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. YouNG] 
are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sena­
tor from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Sena­
tor from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Sen­
ator from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY], 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MET­
CALF], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
MoNDALE], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. MoNTOYA], the Senator from Con­
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT], 
and the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS], the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are 
absent by leave of the Senate as dele­
gates to attend the NATO Parliamentary 
Conference in New York City. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CuR­
Tis], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. DoMINICK], the Senator from Kan­
sas [Mr. PEARSON], and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. TowER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is.not present. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be instructed 
to request the attendance of absent Sen­
ators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay: Mr. ALLOTT, Mr. 
BASS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BOGGS, 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. CARLSON, 
Mr. COOPER, Mr. COTTON, Mr. ELLENDER, 
Mr. FANNIN, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. JORDAN Of· Idaho, Mr. KENNEDY 
of Massachusetts, Mr. KENNEDY of New 
York, Mr. LoNG of Louisiana, Mr. McGEE, 
Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. 'MoRTON, Mr. NELSON, 
Mr. PROUTY, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. SIMP­
SON~ and Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, en­
tered the Chamber and answered to their 
names. ,l -. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 

quorum is present. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
During the delivery of Mr. THURMOND'S 

speech, -
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be excused 
from attendance on the Senate on Octo­
ber 7, October 11 through 14, and Octo­
ber 18 through 22. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REPEAL OF SECTION 14 (b) OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS 
ACT, AS AMENDED 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the motion of the Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD] that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the bill 
<H.R. 77) to repeal section 14(b) of the 
National Labor Relations Act, as amend­
ed, and section 703 (b) of the Labor­
Management Reporting Act of 1959 and 
to amend the first proviso of section 8 (a) 
(3) of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President-­
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR­

RIS in the chair) . The Senator from 
South Carolina has the fioor. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
subject of this debate is of intense in­
terest to me for several reasons. It in­
volves a fundamental principle of indi­
vidual freedom. I have always believed 
that each generation holds our liberties 
in trust for_ the next-that none of us 
has the right, for his own convenience 
or to ease the impact of some temporary 
crisis, to weaken or modify these liberties 
so that ou_r descendants inherit less than 
their full share. 

Aside from its inherent wrongness in 
a free country, I believe that the eco­
nomic . and social evils which fiow from 
compulsory union membership are many 
and varied. 

Mr. President, at the outset I intend 
to speak about three aspects of compul­
sory unionism which would result i'f sec­
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act were 
repealed. 

First, how compulsory unionism affects 
the rights of workers, both union and 
nonunion. 

Second, how compulsory unionism af­
·fects the economy and the interests of 
the general public. 

And third, how compulsory unionism 
affects the union itself. 

In all three aspects, the effect is bad. 
Compulsion in itself is bad. It inevi­
tably corrupts the one who has the power 
to use it. It makes of the person who 
is being compelled less than a man. It 
has no place in a free land, except in the 
hands of governmental authority for spe­
cifically d~fined and carefully limited 
purposes. 

We speak of "free labor" in this coun..: 
try. In fact, union spokesmen use the 
phrase constantly. In their minds the 
phrase has a special and peculiar con­
notation. But to most of us, the words 
"free labor" can have , only one true 
meaning. It means freedom for the in-

dividual workingman-freedom for any 
man to work at any trade ·or calling for 
which he has the capability; freedom to 

· join a union if he wants to; freedom not 
to join if he does not want to; freedom 
to get out of a union if he is opposed to 
its actions; freedom to do his best in his 
work and to progress to the full extent 
of his capacities; freedom to support the 
political party or candidate of his choice. 

But union leadership believes that free 
labor means something else. They be­
liev.e that it means freedom for the union, 
not for the people who belong to it. 
They believe it means freedom for them 
to deny jobs to those who will not join 
their organizations voluntarily; freedom 
for them to prevent people from working 
at various trades unless they sign up 
with the union; freedom for them to 
refuse union cards to people they do not 
like or whom they feel they do not have 
room for; freedom for them to block the 
entrance to an employer's premises, to 
damage or destroy his property, to use 
threats, boycotts, and physical violence 
to force the acceptance of a union con­
tract. They believe it means freedom 
for them to use the dues money paid in 
by their members to elect political candi­
dates favored by union leaders, even if 
many of the members who pay the dues 
may be opposed to these handpicked 
candidates. 

They use the term "free labor" to op­
pose any effort to subject them to the 
reasonable laws and regulations under 
which all of the rest of our society must 
operate. They use it to deny any at­
tempt to place reasonable controls over 
their exercise of arbitrary power. Any­
one who suggests that· the unbridled use 
of such arbitrary power is unfair and 
alien to our way of life is immediately 
labeled a "union buster" or "labor 
baiter." 

Mr. President, let me make it clear that 
I am not against unions. I believe that 
every man has a right to join a union if 
he wants to, and that he has an equal 
right not to join. I believe this right 
should not be interfered with by either 
employers or union representatives. We 
believe that what unions have to sell 
should be sold on its merits, and not 
through coercion, intimidation, head­
cracking, or deals which employers and 
unions might make for their ·mutual 
convenience. 

I believe that power in the union 
should rest with the membership, and 
not with the professional unionists who 
hold the top offices, usually for life, with 
some notable exceptions. Professionals 
are necessary, of course, to administer 
the affairs of the union. Collective bar­
gaining is not a job for amateurs. But 
these professionals should be hired em­
ployees of the union who do the bidding 
of the rank-and-file membership, just as 
the staff officials of every other type of 
organization or association in the coun­
try. When they fail to carry out the 
wishes of the membership, they could 
then be fired and other people hired in 
their places. 

With compulsory unionism, however, 
the professionals practically own the 
union. They have almost complete and 
autocratic power over the rank and file. 

Within the limits of the Landrum-Griffin 
Act, it is this power which enables them 
to perpetuate themselves in office. The 
professionals are able to appoint their 
own henchmen to key positions and to 
elective bodies which almost automatic­
ally assures their reelection so that they 
may continue to operate the union as 
their own private principality. 

It is this power which is being used to 
force many people into unions against 
their will and once they are in, to push 
them around with no regard whatsoever 
for their rights or their feelings as hu­
man beings. 

Mr. President, many unions, from the 
locals on up to the front office of the in­
ternational, are run by tightly knit 
cliques, who hand down orders and re­
quire obedience to them. In these 
unions, the rank-and-file member has 
nothing-absolutely nothing-to say. 
He is shouted down and perhaps even 
subjected to some form of punishment 
if he tries to protest within the union. 
He may be brought up on charges of 
conduct "unbecoming a union member" 
if he protests outside the union, and he 
cannot resign from the union in protest 
without forfeiting his job and his liveli­
hood. 

Union leaders sometimes will admit 
that these things happen in some unions. 
And they accuse anyone who mentions 
them of trying to blacken the whole 
union movement because of the sins of 
the few. Of course, all unions are not 
dishonestly run. Neither are all men 
crooks. But because a few are, we have 
laws to protect honest people against 
their depredations. 

In some unions the rights of the in­
dividual are respected and he is given an 
honest chance to participate in its af­
fairs. But under compulsory unionism 
the evils I have cited are always a possi­
bility. The leadership of an upright 
union may change-and there are always 
men trying to effect such changes for 
their own personal aggrandizement. 

To make sure the rights and the dig­
nity of the individual will be safe under 
all circumstances, the requirement of 
membership or nonmembership in a la­
bor organization as a condition of em­
ployment should be illegal. 

The second aspect ' I wish to cover deals 
with the effect of compulsory unionism 
on the economy and on the general pub­
lic. The economy and the public are ad­
versely affected because compulsion is 
the chief prop which sustains union mo­
nopoly power. 

The dictionary defines the word 
monopoly as follows: "Exclusive control 
of the supply of any commodity or serv­
ice in a given market." 

Now, whether or not one believes a 
labor monopoly exists in this country de­
pends upon how this definition is applied. 
If it is applied to the Nation as a whole, 
obviously the charge of labor monopoly 
cannot be sustained. More than 81.1 
million people make up the labor force 
in this country; and of course a united 
labor movement with only about 16.8 
million members cannot be said to con­
trol the labor supply on a national basis. 

However, when one applies this defini­
tion to certain industries or trades the 
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picture is different. In many industries, 
including most of the basic ones, the en­
tire labor supply is under the control of 
a single nationwide union. And when 
the officials of this union say "don't 
work,'' nobody works. When the officials 
of this union. say "this is the kind of 
wage and benefit package we want; take 
it or leave it," even the most powerful 
corporations in the country have to take 

·it or undergo long, costly, and exhausting 
str~es. · 

Mr. President, as a result of this 
monopolistic pow.er of unions to dictate 
labor costs in the basic industries, the 
country is faced with continuing infla­
tion. Labor costs are the chief item in 
the overall costs of producing goods. 
When labor costs go up without a cor­
responding increase in the output per 
man-hour, a company must raise prices 
or it will go out of business. 

Labor union monopolies, l~e all mo­
nopolies, result in gouging the public. 
All consumers suffer, particularly those 
on fixed incomes, such as the retired, the 
schoolteachers, clergymen, civic em­
ployees, white-collar workers, and others 
who are not able to adjust their own in­
comes upward as easily as wages are 
pushed upward in the industrial sectors 
of the economy. When the consuming 
public as a whole refuses to pay the 
higher prices forced by union monopoly 
power, or becomes unable to pay them, 
we are going to have recession and un­
employment. 

In most of our important industries 
today, there is no such thing as collective 
bargaining between employers and the 
representatives of their own employees. 
The inevitable demands for wage in­
creases and fringe benefits are formu­
lated and dictated in the far-off head­
quarters of the national or international 
union. They are presented to individual 
employers on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. 
There is not much chance to argue-­
to protest. It is sign on the dotted line 
or take a strike. It is collective bludg­
eoning-not collective bargaining. 

Mr. President, it is a fact that a hand­
ful of men-and in some cases, one 
man-has the power to stop the wheels of 
our major industries; to bring the econ­
omy of the Nation to a dead halt. The 
Government of the United States does 
not have this power. The President does 
not have it. The Congress does not have 
this power. But the few men in control 
of the labor supply of basic industries do 
have it. When they do not get their 
way, they use it-and seemingly no power 
in the United States is able to stop them. 

Now, we may well ask, how did these 
few men get such power? Did we, the 
Congress give it to them? Do they exer­
cise such power under a charter from the 
American people, or even from the peo­
ple that are supposed to represent? The 
answer is "no." 

Our intent in enacting the labor-man­
agement legislation now on the books was 
to safeguard the rights of individual 
working people. It was not, and could 
not have been, the intention of Congress 
to set up union monopolies. 

The intent of the courts in interpret­
ing these statutes, again, was not to 
create union monopolies. It was to se-

cure to the individual the right of self­
organization and collective bargaining 
with his employer. 

But the laws and the decisions of the 
courts, while not designed to create 
union monopolies, have provided very 
few prohibitions against them. Through 
these loopholes the union bosses have 
driven with all their energy and deter­
mination to create monopolies in fact 
in most of our basic industries. 

As I said earlier, the cornerstone on 
which union monopoly power rests is 
compulsion..:......Compulsion on the em­
ployer to sign a union shop agreement; 
and compulsion on the workingman to 
join the union if he wants to make a liv­
ing. The basic reason for seeking mo­
nopoly power is to be able to use compul­
sion whenever it seems, to the holder 
of that power, necessary or desirable. 

Union monopoly power is sustained 
f.nancially by the compulsory collection 
of union dues-the checkoff. Members 
must agree in writing to have dues de­
ducted from their pay, or they will find 
themselves out of a job. Whenever the 
union overlords decide they need extra 
money for some purpose, the members 
are assessed. If they do not pay the 
assessment, there are various direct and 
indirect ways to compel payment. 

Union monopoly power and its exer­
cise is permissible because unions are 
exempt from the legal liabilities under 
FedereJ law to which all other persons 
and organizations are subject. Because 
of the doctrine of Federal preemption 
promulgated by the Supreme Court 
which holds that the States have no 
power to act in a field over which the 
Federal Government has taken juris­
diction, there is little the several States 
can do to control or regulate the mo­
nopolistic operations of unions. The one 
exception of note is section 14(b) of the 
Taft-Hartley Act permitting State right­
to-work laws; hence, the unremitting ef­
fort of the union leadership to effect its 
repeal. Moreover, I suspect that a major 
reason the union movement is so vigor­
ously urging the repeal of s·ection 14(b) 
in this session is that, as Lawrence Fer­
tig said in bin column of June 7, 1965: 

Total union membership has fallen ofr 
and any increase that has occurred in recent 
years has come becau::;e of Presidential Ex­
ecutive orders permitting unions to be 
formed by employees of the Federal Govern­
ment. 

Unions are in effect separate sover­
eignties. Their leaders are answerable 
to no one but themselves. 

Mr. President, there are some in Amer­
ica who think this situation is perfectly 
all right-some people in high places in 
intellectual circles, in government, and 
even in business. The argument goes 
that the so-called union shop-which in 
actual practice becomes the closed 
shop-should be a matter of contract be­
tween an employer and a union; and that 
any prohibition of such agreements by 
law is a curtailment of the right of con­
tract. 

But what about the rights of the in­
dividual? Have we drifted so far from 
the principles of individual freedom on 
which America was founded that con-

tract rights take precedence over the in­
herent rights of the individual? 

If two parties-an employer and a 
union-bargaining in their own interests, 
can enter into a contract which violates 
the rights of the individual who works 
for that employer, personal freedom for 
the workingman is dead in America. 

What happens to the human dignity 
and rights of the individual craftsman 
under these circumstances? His repre­
sentation in the important matter of 
earning a living is all staked out for him. 
He must accept it no matter how arro­
gant or venal it might be; and he must 
maintain himself in the good graces of 
the union if he wants to earn a living at 
his trade. If he opposes the union boss, 
he will not be certified for a job. He 
must, in effect, surrender his dignity, his 
self-respect, and his birthright as a free 
American. 

Many who support such forced sur­
render of individual rights justify it on 
the ground that it is "practical," that it 
will encourage labor-management 
"peace," a matter in which the public 
has an important stake. It may encour­
age peace, all right-the peace of sur­
render; the peace which prevails under 
a dictatorship when all opposition has 
been liquidated. That kind of peace is 
the kind that true Americans have never 
accepted and never will. 

Let me move on to the third aspect of 
compulsory unionism that I mentioned­
the effect of compulsion on the union 
itself. The effect is demoralizing and 
corrupting. There are numerous ways in 
which union leaders can discipline the 
union membership, but virtually no way 
in which the membership can discipline 
the leaders. This being the case, the way 
is wide open for almost every kind of 
chicanery imaginable. In fact, this sit­
uation attracts some of the worst ele­
ments of society into the labor move­
ment. They know a good thing when 
they see it, and they muscle right in. 
And while they are muscling in, the rank­
and-file members of the union cannot 
get out. 

As the Senate hearings some years ago 
revealed, monopoly power and compul­
sion are being used to maintain crooks, 
racketeers, gangsters, and hoodlums-­
or their puppets and front men-in the 
top positions in some unions. With one 
hand they keep a tight grip on the work­
ingman's throat, so that he can neither 
move nor cry out in protest; with the 
other they reach into his pay envelope 
and into his welfare fund in order to 
enrich themselves. 

Mr. President, if compulsory unionism 
is outlawed, unions will have to devote 
more attention to service to their mem­
bers and to the community, and less to 
extending their power and authority 
over both. Any supposedly voluntary 
association which needs compulsory 
membership in order to survive and 
thrive is obviously not operating in the 
bests interests of those whose money 
supports it. According to union leader­
ship, the union shop is necessary for 
union security. In my opinion, the only 
kind of security they are entitled to is 
the security which comes voluntarily 
from a loyal and enthusiastic member- . 
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ship for whose true interest .they are 
always working. The fact that union 
leaders say they need compulsion for 
security is positive evidence they are not 
doing this kind of job in many cases 
today. In this connection, · Samuel 
Gompers once said: 

Men and women of our American trade 
union movement, I feel that I have earned 
the right to talk plainly with you. I want 
to urge devotion to the fundamentals of 
human liberty-the principles of voluntar­
ism. No lasting gain has ever come from 
compulsion. If we seek to force, we but tear 
apart that which, united, is invincible. 

If the prop of compulsion is taken 
away, we shall remove the basis of union 
monopoly power in America. Unions 
can then go about their rightful function, 
which is to represent their members in 
collective bargaining negotiations. Fur­
thermore, they will do a much better job 
of it for all concerned, and mutual coop­
eration between employers and workers 
for the good of the Nation will become 
areality. . 

Mr. President, as we begin the dis­
cussion of this proposal to repeal section 
14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, I believe 
it desirable to reach an understanding 
as to the definition of the terms in­
volved. This will, of necessity, require 
some rather academic definitions. This 
is, however, necessary so that both sides 
on this issue will be able to m,ore fully 
understand the other's viewpoint. 

WHAT ARE RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS? 

Briefly, right-to-work laws are statutes 
or constitutional provisions which for­
bid "compulsory unionism;" that is to 
say, any practice or procedure under 
which workers are forced into member­
ship in a labor organization which they 
would not freely and voluntarily join or 
which they ·oppose. The compulsion in 
such cases is usually the threat that the 
worker will lose his job unless he joins 
the union or unless he maintains good 
standing in the union. In other words, 
compulsory unionism is exemplified by 
the union which, in its labor contract 
with management, makes membership in 
the union a prerequisite for employment. 
The most common forms of compulsory 
unionism result from the use of the 
"closed shop" provision or the "union 
shop" provision in a labor contract. A 
less common form is the "maintenance­
of-membership" provision. Under a 
"closed shop" contract, an employee must 
be a member of a particular union in 
order to get a job. The employer can 
hire only those workers who ·are already 
members of the union. The source of 
employees for management in such cases 
is the union or the union hiring hall, not 
the open market. Where there is a 
"union shop" contract, the employee is 
required to join a particular union with­
in a specified time and to maintain good 
standing in that union in order to keep 
his job. 

In his book "The Closed Shop," Father 
Toner perceives difficulty in stating the 
"closed shop principle": 

A definition of the closed ShOP principle 
in the United States is difficult to formulate. 
The spirit of exclusion of nonmembers may 
take various forms. It may be embodied in 
the constitution or bylaws of a national or 

local union, prohibiting members from work- tics, published in 1947 devotes the. follow­
ing side by side with non unionists. It may ing lines to the "closed shop": 
be the rule or custom of a union, enforced .. , 
by strikes, by understanding or by oral agree- · Under the closed shop form of union 
ment with the employer. It may be incor- security, the company obligates itself to hire 
porated into the written agreement with the and retain in its employ union members only. 
employer; in such cases the employer agrees "Closed shop" has been defined to include re­
with the union that all employees covered cruitment. by or through the union or ~e 
by the • agreement • • • shall be or be- requirement that all new mem-bers be mem.­
oome and remain union members in good bers at the time of employment. The agree-
standing or be discharged (p 22). ment may provide that the employer may rew 

' · ject a worker, referred to him by the union, 
Most of the courts and textbook writers who does not meet the specific standards set 

on such subjects as labor relations or by the employer or the contract. When an 
labor economics have experienced no agreement establishes the closed shop for the 

· t · f ul t• finiti first time, employees are required to become such difficul Y m orm 'a mg a de on members of the union within a short time 
of the closed shop. Father Toner him- a.:tter the signing o! the agreement. 
self proceeds to demonstrate this in the 
very effort to enlarge upon his strange Under th~ heading "Union Shop," the 
difficulty With the definition: same bulletm reads: 

It is easier to describe the term "closed 
shop,. than to define it. Dr. William M. 
Leiserson said: "A closed shop, as popularly 
understood in the United States, is a place 
where none but union members may work." 
The U.S .. Department Of Labor appears to 
agree: "In union agreements, a closed shop 
is established by a provision requiring union 
membership as a condition of employment 
in the plant or in the occupation covered by 
the agreement." But such a defl.nltion 
seems to emphasize place rather than prin­
ciple (p. 28). 

In "American Labor Unions," Florence 
Peterson defines "closed shop" as "an 
agreement between an employer and a 
union which specifies that no persons 
shall be employed who are not members 
of the union and that all employees must 
continue to be members in good standing 
throughout their period of employment." 

And the same author defines "union 
shop" as "an agreement between an em­
ployer and a union which requires all 
employees immediately after hiring or 
after a specified probationary period, to 
become and remain members of the 
union." 

Philip Taft, in his "Economics and 
Problems of Labor," has this to say on 
the subject: 

The right of a worker to belong or not to 
belong to a union while employed in a par­
tioular plant will be determined by the 
f!lgreement between the union and the em­
ployer on this point. The basic types of re­
lations are the closed and open shop, and a 
number of variations of each have been de­
vised. A closed shop exists where none but 
union workers may be employed. Some 
closed union shop arrangements specify that 
only union men can be hired. This means 
that before a worker can be accepted for 
employment he must be a member of the 
union. In some cases it merely means that 
a worker must join the union before he goes 
on the job. On the other hand, some unions 
also follow the policy of insisting upon a 
closed shop and a closed union. In this case 
the union does not admit all workers in its 
trade or class at all times, but it closes its 
books when its officials or mem·bers are con­
vinced that the present members of the 
union are adequate to supply the demand for 
labor. The closed shop and the closed union, 
as can be seen, constitute a method by which 
the union seeks to monopolize the employ­
ment opportunity for its own members and 
to exclude all others. A third type of closed 
union shop is one in which the employer is 
allowed to hire nonunion men, who, how­
ever, must affiliate themselves with the union 
within a specified time-usually between 15 
and 30 days after employment. 

Bulletin No. 908 of the U.S. Depart­
ment of Labor, Bureau of .Labor Statis-

The union shop differs from the closed shop 
in that the employer is free to hire nonunion 
workers and is the sole judge of the qualifi­
cations of the applicant. The union shop is 
identical with the closed shop in that mem­
bership in the union is a condition of con­
tinued employment, and suspension from the 
union may entail dismissal from the job. 
However, unlike the closed shop, union mem­
bership may not be acquired until im.mew 
diately following employment, or within a 
stipulated period thereafter. 

Mr. President, the leading case which 
in New York has legitimated the closed 
shop is Williams v. Quill, 277 N.Y. 1; cer­
tiorari denied 303 U.S. 621. The follow­
ing excerpt from the decision in that case 
indicated a judicial concept of the closed 
shop: 

We find that a labor organization is per• 
mitted to combine and to strike in a partic­
ular industry for the purpose · of obtaining 
employment for its own people, even to the 
extent of excluding others from the entire 
industry who are not union men. The one 
reservation in this law is that the attempt to 
accomplish the end shall be carried out 
in good faith and for the declared purposes, 
and not through malice or ill will or a desire 
to injure nonunion employees or simply and 
solely for the purpose of keeping them out of 
work. 

If all this be lawful, what is there unlawful 
in negotiating with an employer to accom­
plish through strike, which leads so fre­
quently to disruption of business and vio­
lence? If the railroads in this instance, 
acting upon their own initiative, determine 
to dispense with the services of nonunion 
men, I know of nothing in the law which 
would prevent them from doing so; or, to put 
it in a different way, if the defendant em­
ployers should come to their clecision that, 
for the good of their enterprises, they would 
thereafter employ only union men, I do not 
see how the law could prevent them from 
doing so, or from discharging the plaintiffs 
and their nonunion employees. It might be 
an unpleasant situation for all, but, never­
theless, one with which the law could not 
interfere. 

And * * · • if there be an evil in the monop­
oly of the labor market in a particular in· 
dustry by labor organizatio:ns. it is a matter 
to be considered by legislatures and not by 
the courts for the reason that there are two 
sides to the question-the other side being 
that the labor organizations, through this 
means of contracting and negotiating, are 
enabled to strengthen their representative 
bodies and to effectuate collective bargain­
ing. Of course, demands on either side may 
be carried too far. These, however, are not 
matters for the courts to consider. Public 
opinion is soon reflected in legislation. We 
can simply approach the question and de­
cide it according to principles of law. The 
wisdom of legislation or the reasonableness 
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of action under legislation are matters which 
must be put aside by us in considering thes:e 
questions. 

Mr. President, without laboring the· 
point any further, the quotations given 
above• provide authoritative definitions 
of the closed shop and the union shop .. 
· The right-to-work laws are aimed at 
the elimination of such forms of compul­
sory unionism. They regard trade 
unions like other private organizations 
or .groups, as based upon a philosophy of 
free association rather than coerced as­
sociation. It would be absurd to propose 
a system or practice of forcing people to 
become members of the Roman Catholic 
Church, or members of the Elks, or mem­
bers of some civic association merely be­
cause one was persuaded that such 
membership is, in and of itself, a good 
thing. Those who have proposed and 
passed right-to-work laws feel that free 
association is as much a part of the 
American tradition of civil liberties as 
free speech. 

THE TEXT OF SOME ACTUAL RIGHT-TO-WORK 
LAWS 

There is no substitute for a careful 
reading of the actual texts of some of the 
right-to-work laws which are now on the 
statute books. Let us begin with the 
Wyoming State law, which is the most 
recent enactment of a right-to-work 
law: 

WYOMING STATUTES-TITLE 27 

SECTION 245.1. Right to work-Definitions. 
(a) The term "lS~bor organization" means 
any organization, or any agency or employee 
representation committee, plan or arrange­
ment, in which employees participate and 
which exists for the purpose, in whole or in 
part, of dealing with employers concerning 
grievarules, labor disputes, wages, rates of 
pay, hours of employment, or conditions of 
work. (b) The term "person" shall include 
a corporation, association, company, firm or 
labor organization, as well as a natural per­
son. 

SECTION 245.2. Same--Membership in labor 
organization not required. No person is re­
quired to become or remain a member of any 
labor organization as a condition of employ­
ment or continuation of employment. 

SECTION 245.3. Same--Abstention from 
membership in labor organdzation not re­
quired. No person is required to abstain or 
refrain from membership in any labor or­
ganization as a condition of employment o:r 
continuation of employment. 

Section 245.4. Same-Payment or non­
payment of dues not required. No person is 
required to pay or refrain from paying any 
dues, fees, or other charges of any kind to 
any labor organization as a condition of em­
ployment or continuation of employment. 

Section 245.5. Same--Connection with or 
approval by labor organization not required. 
No person is required to have any connection 
With or be recommended or approved by, or 
be cleared through, any labor organization 
as a condition of employment or continua­
tion of employment. 

(The foregoing section, section 245.5, was 
held unconstitutional in the case of Local 
415, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers v. Hansen, 400 P. 2d 531 [Wyoming 
1965 J .) 

Section 245.6. Same-Misdemeanor to im­
pose or try to impose prohibited require­
ments; civil liability. Any person who di­
rectly or indirectly places upon any other 
person any requirement or compulsion pro­
hibited by the act [§§27-245.1 to 27-245.8], 
or who makes any agreement written or oral, 
express or implied, to do so, or who engages 

1n any lock-out, lay-off, strike, work stop­
page, slow down, picketing, boycott or other 
action or conduct, a purpose or effect of 
which is to impose upon any person, directly 
or indirectly, any requirement or compul­
sion prohibited by , this act, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor and shall also be liable in 
damages to any person injured thereby. 

Section 245.7. Same--Injunction against 
prohibited conduct. Any ~person injured or 
threatened With injury by any action or con­
duct prohibited by this act [ § § 27-245.1 to 
27-245.8] shall, notWithstanding any other 
law to the contrary, be entitled to injunctive 
relief therefrom. 

Section 245.8. Same-Penalties for misde­
meanor. Any person convicted of a misde­
meanor, as defined in this act [ § § 27-245.1 
to 27-245.8], shall be punished by a fine 
not to exceed one thousand dollars ($1,000), 
or imprisonment in the county jail for a 
term not to exceed six months, or both. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am delighted to 
yield to the able and distinguished Sen­
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Does the Senator 
know that in Wyoming, subsequent to the 
passage of the right-to-work law in 1963, 
there was, in 1965, an attempt to repeal 
the right-to-work law in Wyoming? The 
repeal was defeated by a narrow margin 
and the bill became law. 

Mr. THURMOND. I have been told 
that was the case. I was pleased when I 
learned that the State of Wyoming 
passed the right-to-work law. I was also 
pleased when I learned that the effort 
to repeal the law this year was defeated. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Does the Senator have 
a list of the number of labor unions prior 
to the right-to-work laws in the various 
States and subsequent to the passage of 
the bills? 

Mr. THURMOND. I believe I have 
such information, but I do not have it 
with me at the moment. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I call the attention of 
the Senator to the fact that in Wyoming 
the number of the labor force in 1961, 
prior to the passage of the Act was about 
16,000. In 1963 it was about 17,000. 
After the right-to-work law came into 
existence in Wyoming the number of 
union members went from 16,000 to over 
18,000, almost 19,000 laborers. We have 
the least number of unemployed now that 
we have had in the last 12 years. 

Mr. THURMOND. In other words, 
since the passage of the right-to-work 
law in the State of Wyoming, as I under­
stand, membership in labor organizations 
has increased. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. THURMOND. Rather than de­
creased, as some opponents of the right­
to-work law contended it would. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Instead of asking questions, if I may, 
I would prefer to make a brief statement. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Wyoming be permitted to propound 
any questions or make any statement on 
this subject during this colloquy; I shall 
be pleased to yield to him for that pur­
pose, without losing my right to the floor. 
and with the understanding that upon 
his completion, when I resume, it will 

not be considered a second speech by me 
on this subject on this legislative day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The observation I 
desire to make is that in 1963 a state­
wide educational program was carried 
on in Wyoming with respect to the pas­
sage or nonpassage of a right-to-work 
law. Significantly, the newspapers and 
various organizations were quite equally 
divided on the question. But the bill now 
being considered in Congress, which 
seeks to repeal section 14(b), has raised 
grave doubts in the minds of the people 
of Wyoming with respect to the usurpa­
tion of State authority and State juris­
diction. The result is that most of the 
important organizations in Wyoming are 
violently opposed to the repeal of sec­
tion 14(b). Newspapers which had 
previously been against a right-to-work 
law in Wyoming are now taking up the 
cudgels, through editorials and otherwise, 
against the repeal of that law and are 
violently opposed to any attempt to do 
so. To me, that is a significant showing. 

I compliment the Senator from South 
Carolina for the marvelous work he is 
doing and has done in the Senate with 
respect to the constitutional rights of 
citizens, and his refusal to bow to the 
attempt by the Federal Government to 
usurp the jurisdiction of State laws. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able 
Senator from Wyoming. There is no 
question that has come before the Sen­
ate since I became a Member 11 years 
ago that I consider of more paramount 
importance than the subject that is now 
before us. We hear much these days 
about so-called civil rights. I cannot 
imagine any civil right that is more im­
portant than the right of a man to make 
a living for himself and his family with­
out being compelled, by force or coercion, 
to join a labor union or any other organi­
zation. I still believe in freedom. I be­
lieve the American people still believe 
in freedom. Certainly we are denying 
freedom to people when we tell them, 
"You have to join a labor union in order 
to get a job," or "You have to join a labor 
union so many days after you get a job 
in order to retain the job." 

To my way of thinking, that is a mat­
ter that, as Samuel Gompers, the great 
labor leader, said many years ago, should 
be left to each individual to decide. 

We do not compel people to attend 
church or to join a church. 

Some persons say that people who do 
not join unions are free riders. But 
Samuel Gompers answered that argu­
ment clearly when he said that what one 
wants to do is a matter for one's own 
conscience. 

If a person wishes to join a church, he 
has the right to do so. If he does not 
wish to join a church, he should not be 
forced to do so. 

Samuel Gompers said that no one 
should be forced to join a labor union 
unless he wanted to do so. That is sound. 

Numerous members of labor unions 
have told me that they would get more 
consideration, they felt, if there were no 
compulsory union membership law. 
They say that if there were a compulsory 
union membership law. they would all 
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have to join a union. Then the union 
bosses could then kick the members 
around, could mistreat them, could ig­
more them, and could handle their busi­
ness in such a way that it would be en­
tirely unsatisfactory to them, and they 
would have little, if any, recourse. But 
so long as the unions know that they 
have to cater to the members and re­
spond to their wishes, they must treat 
the members right. They must accord 
them courtesy; they must respect them 
and their rights in the union; otherwise, 
the unions know that they will lose 
members. 

To my way of thinking, it is most im­
portant that we preserve the right of 
freedom to join or not to join a labor 
union. What the opponents of the repeal 
of section 14 (b) advocate is merely to 
leave the decision to each State. I feel 
that the people of Wyoming, as expressed 
through the Legislature of Wyoming, 
know better what they need than does 
Congress sitting in Washington, 1,000 or 
1,500 miles away. 

Mr. SIMPSON. To repeal section 
14(b) would be to repeal by the backdoor 
the right which States have to pass their 
own laws. 

Mr. THURMOND. If section 14(b) 
were repealed, Wyoming could not have 
a right-to-work law. My State of South 
Carolina could not have a right-to-work 
law. None of the 19 States which have 
right-to-work laws could have such laws. 

Why cannot the people of the States 
make their own intelligent decisions on 
this question, rather than to have the 
Federal Government in Washington tell 
then what they have to do; that they 
have to join a union in order to get a job? 
Why should Congress step in and tell the 
people of any State what they must do? 
Let the legislature of each State decide. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I heartily agree with 
the statement of the Senator from South 
Carolina. I am glad to be associated with 
him in this fight for freedom, as I call it, 
and in this debate in depth. 

I propose to speak at greater length on 
this subject during the debate that will 
ensue in the next few days. 

I thank t he Senator from South Car o­
lina for yielding. 

Mr. THURMOND. I recall the first 
day on which the debate opened. The 
able Sena tor from Wyoming was a mem­
ber of team No. 1, of wh ich I have the 
hon or to be captain. The Senator from 
Wyomin g was our lead-off speaker, the 
first speal{er that day for our team. He 
delivered a masterfu l a ddr ess. He m a d e 
a n outstanding c on tribution to the d e­
bat e. I only h ope that M em ber s of the 
Sen a te and the Amer ican peop le as a 
whole will take occasion t o read the out ­
sta n ding add ress t hat the S enator f r om 
Wyoming m ade on Monday. 

Mr. SIMPSON. The Senator from 
South Carolina is overgenerous; but I 
thank him neverth eless . 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
text of the right-to-work law of the State 
of South Carolina is as follows: 
CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH CAROLINA, TITLE 40 

SEC. 46. Denial of right to work for mem­
bership or nonmembership in labor orga­
nization against public policy. It is hereby 
declared to be the public policy of this State 

that the right of persons to work shall not 
be denied or abridged on account of mem­
bership or nonmembership in any labor 
union or labor organization. 

SEc. 46.1. Agreement between employer and 
labor organization denying nonmembers right 
to work, etc., unlawful. Any agreement or 
combination betwe.en any employer and any 
labor organizations whereby persons not 
members of such labor organizations shall 
be denied the right to work for such em­
ployer or whereby such membership is made 
a condition of employment, or of continu­
ance of employment by such employer, or 
whereby any such union or organization ac­
quires an employment monopoly in any en­
terprise, is hereby declared to be against 
public policy, unlawful and an illegal com­
bination or conspiracy. 

SEC. 46.2. Certain acts required of em­
ployee as condition of employment or con­
tinuance of employment made unlawful. It 
shall be unlawful for any employer: 

1. To require any employee, as a condition 
of employment, to be or become or remain a 
member or affiliate of any labor organization 
m• agency; 

2. To require any employee, as a condition 
of employment, or of continuance of employ­
ment, to abstain from membership in any 
labor organization; or 

3. To require any employee, as a condition 
of employment, or of continuance of employ­
ment, to pay any fees, dues, assessments or 
other charges or sums of money wh~tsoever 
to any person or organization. 

SEc. 46.3. Deduction of labor organization 
membership dues from wages. Nothing in 
this chapter shall preclude any employer 
from deducting from the wages of the em­
ployees and paying over to any labor orga­
nization, or Its authorized representative, 
membership dues in a labor organization: 
Provided, That the employer has received 
from each employee on whose account such 
deductions are made, a written assignment 
which shall not be Irrevocable for a period 
of more than one year, or beyond the ter­
minati-on date of any applicable collective 
agreement or assignment, whichever occurs 
sooner. 

SEc. 46.4. Labor organization contract 
violating section 4o-46.1 or 40-46.2. It shall 
be unlawful for any labor organization to 
enter into or seek to effect any agreement, or 
arrangement with any employer declared to 
be unlawful by section 40-46.1 or 40-46.2. 

SEc. 46.5. Applicability of sections 40-46.1 
to 40-46.3. The provisions of sections 40-46.1 
to 4Q-46.3 shall not apply to any contract, 
otherwise lawful, in force and effect on 
March 19, 1954, but they shall apply to all 
cont racts thereafter concluded and to any 
renewal or extension of existing contracts. 

SEc. 46.6 . Interference with right to work, 
compelling labor organization membership, 
picketing, etc., made unlawful. It shall be 
unlawful for any person, acting alone or in 
concert with one or more persons: 

1. By force, intimidation, violence or 
threats thereof, or violent or insulting lan­
guage, directed against t he person or prop­
erty, or any m ember of the family of any 
person (a) to interfere, or attempt to inter­
fere, with such person in the exercise of his 
r ight t o work, to pursue or engage in, any 
lawful vocation or business activit y, to enter 
or leave any place of his employment, or to 
receive, ship or deliver m aterials, goods or 
services not prohibited by law or {b) to com­
pel or attempt to compel any person to join, 
or support, or refrain from joining or sup­
porting any labor organization; or 

2. To engage in picketing by force or vio­
lence or in such number or manner as to 
obstruct or Interfere, or constitute a threat 
to obstruct or interfere, with (a) free ingress 
to, and egress from, any place of employment 
or (b) free use of roads, streets, highways, 
sidewalks, railways or other public ways of 
travel, transportation or conveyance. 

Nothing in this section shall be construed 
so as to prohibit peaceful picketing permis­
sible under the National Labor-Management 
Relations Act of 1947 and the Constitution of 
the United States. 

SEc. 46.7. Penalties. Any employer, labor 
organization, er other person whomsoever 
who shall violate any proviston of this 
chapter shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, 
and, upon conviction thereof in any court of 
competent jurisdiction, shall be punished by 
imprisonment for not less than 10 nor more 
than 30 days or by a fine of not less than 
$10 nor more than $1,000 or by both in the 
discretion of the court. 

SEc. 46.8. Remedy for violation of rights; 
relief court may grant. Any person whose 
rights are adversely affected by any contract, 
agreement, assemblage or other act or thing 
done or threatened to be done and declared 
to be unlawful or prohibited by this chapter 
shall have the right to apply to any court 
having general equity jurisdiction for ap­
propriate relief. The court, in any such 
proceeding, may grant and issue such re­
straining, and other, orders as may be ap­
propriate, including an injunction restrain­
ing and enjoining the performance, continu­
ance, maintenance or commission of any 
such contract, agreement, as&emblage, act or 
thing, and may determine and award, as 
justice may require, any actual damages, 
costs and attorneys' fees which have been 
sustained or incurred by any party to the 
action, and, in the discretion of the court 
or jury, punitive damages in addition to the 
actual damages. The provisions of this sec­
tion are cumulative and are in addition to all 
other remedies now or hereafter provided by 
law. 

The right-to-work laws of those States 
which have such laws vary. While most 
are enactments by the State legislature, 
some have been adopted in statewide 
referendums by the direct vote of the 
people. In other cases, the law has been 
written into the constitution of the State. 
This is the case in the State of Arizona. 
Article 2, section 35 of the constitution 
of the State of Arizona reads as follows: 

No person shall be denied the opportunity 
to obtain or retain employment because of 
nonmembership in a labor organization, nor 
shall the State or any subdivision thereof, 
or any corporation, individual or associa.; 
tion of any kind enter into any agreement, 
written or oral, which excludes any person 
from employment or continuation of em­
ployment because of nonmembership 1n a 
labor organization. 

In addition to the constitutional provi­
sion, Arizona also has sections of their 
code of laws which deal with this sub­
ject. 
EXPERIENCE WITH RIGHT-TO-WORK LAW8--THE 

BASIC ISSUE 

From what has been set forth above, 
it is clear that the issues, whether legal 
or moral, raised by the right-to-work 
law do not include the issue whether 
labor unions, in general or individually, 
are good or b a d, legal or illegal. Nor is 
the issue the question whether volun­
t a ry labor organizations are less efficient 
than compulsory organizations. Still 
less is the issue concerned with specula­
tion or prognosis on the benefits which 
workers can achieve under compulsory 
unionism as compared · with free asso­
ciation. Least of all is the issue one of 
the motives behind particular persons or 
groups who favor right-to-work laws. 
Rogues can use or desire even good leg ... 
islation for bad purposes; just as, from 
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time immemorial, rascals have quoted 
the Bible to their own uses. 

The only question 1s whether right­
to-work laws, as exemplified above, are 
legally, politically, and morally good. 

The issue can be put in another way. 
Should workers be coerced, under the 
threat of loss of their jobs and so of 
their livelihood, to join or support a par­
ticular private organization such as a 
labor union? 

The basic principle involved would 
seem to be fully applicable to any type 
of laudable organization or group, 
whether it be a trade union, a civic so­
ciety, a church or any other grouping 
to be found in our very pluralist society. 

Right-to-work laws are based on the 
principle that a worker's preference not 
to belong to a particular union, or not 
to engage in particular union activity, 
should not be punished at the instance 
or on the agreement of private groups 
by the loss of his job. The type of leg­
islation under consideration outlaws 
employer-union contracts which make 
union membership a condition of em­
ployment. 

Some of this legislation prohibits. or 
limits picketing or other mass action by 
unions where such picketing or action 
makes it dangerous, difficult, or embar­
rassing for nonunion workers to accept 
or to continue employment. Sponsors of 
right-to-work laws believe that it is just 
as much the duty of government to pro­
tect against economic reprisal the right 
of an individual to work as to quit work. 
Both of these are as sacred as the con­
stitutional right of life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness. 

BACKGROUND IN UNION JnSTORY 

Compulsory unionism, which 1s the 
subject of the ban of right-to-work laws, 
did not figure prominently or essentially 
1n that part of the history of unionism 
which is significant for the United States 
of America today. Most of the big unions 
in the United States-like the steelwork­
ers-and indeed in Europe have grown 
strong and reached maturity without ex­
tensive reliance on the union shop or the 
closed shop. 

Norman J. Ware's "Labor in Modem 
Industrial Society" is basically a histori­
cal treatment of the subject. Copyright­
ed in 19·35, it does not even have an 
entry in its index under the name 
"Closed shop," although both union shop 
and closed shop are briefly mentioned in 
the text, pages 355-356. Certain it is 
that, as he develops the history of trade 
unionism, neither the union shop nor 
the closed shop were common in the 
early period of the formation of our 
great unions. But as of the middle 30's, 
he finds that the union shop is "the 
commonest arrangement between orga­
nized employers and employees." After 
a paragraph devoted to "union shop" 
and another paragraph devoted to "non­
union shop," Ware continues: 

While the above two types of shops are 
common, there are other types which in­
volve a large measure of coercion. The 
latter have grown out of special conditions 
and both employers and employees would 
argue in their cases that these conditions 
justify the element of coercion involved. If 
there is any culpabll1ty to be attached to 

coercion found here, it falls alike on the 
employers and 1;he employees. 

The antiunion shop, commonly called the 
open shop, is a shop operating on the 
principle of nonunion recognition and en­
forcing that condition by coercion and dis­
-crimination. When it is called the American 
plan lt adds to coercion an element of 
hypocrisy and jingoism. Trade unionism ls 
as .Amed~n as ts tree enterprise and grew 
up along with lli shortly after the American 
Revolution. 

The union shop and closed union creates 
a monopoly of the labor supply under a 
union agreement by refusing to take new 
members into the union or by limiting the 
membership to the children of union mem­
bers, and in modified form by restrictions 
on the membership through excessively high 
dues, apprenticeship regulations, etc. These 
practices may or may not be harmful (pp. 
.:355-356). 

At the turn of the century, however, 
and with the impetus given by the de­
cision of the highest court of the State 
of New York in National Protective 
Association ot Steamfitters and Helpers 
v. Cumming <170 N.Y. 315), decided in 
1902, compulsory unionism made itself 
more and more felt. The reasoning of 
the court in the Cumming case was 
squarely based upon an amoral principle 
of ut~rly free and untrammeled com­
petition. Some quotations from the de­
cision will establish this: 

The court recognized "the right of one 
man to refuse to work for another on any 
ground that he may regard as sufficient, and 
the. employer has no right to demand a rea­
son for it. But there is • • • no legal ob­
jection to the employee's giving a reason, if 
he has one, and the fact that the reason given 
is that he refuses to work with another who 
ls not a member of his organization, wheth­
er stated to his employer or not, does not af­
fect his right to stop work nor does it give 
a cause of action to the workman to whom 
he objects because the employer sees fit to 
discharge the man objected to rather than 
lose the services of the objector." 

The same rule applies to a body of men 
who, having organized for purposes deemed 
beneficial to themselves, refuse to work. 
Their reasons may seem inadequate to 
others, but if it seems to be in their in­
terest as members of an organization to re­
fuse longer to work, it is their legal right 
to stop. The reason may no more be de­
manded, as a right, of the organization than 
of an individual. 

It seems to me 1llogical and a little 
short of absurd to say that the everyday 
acts of the business world, apparently 
within the domain of competition, may 
be either lawful or unlawful according to 
the motive of the actor. If the motive be 
good, the act is lawful; if it be bad, the 
act is unlawful. Within all the authori­
ties upholding the principle of competi­
tion, if the motive be to destroy another's 
business in order to secure business for 
yourself, the motive is good; but accord­
ing to a few recent authorities, if you do 
not need the business, or do not wish it, 
then the motive is bad. 

Those principles concede the right of an 
associatic;>n to strike in order to benefit its 
members; and one method of benefiting them 
is to secure them employment, a method 
conceded to be within the right of an orga­
nization to employ. There is no pretense 
that the defendant associations or their 
walking delegates had any other motive 
than one which the law justifies of attempt­
ing to benefit their members by securing 

their employment • • • the motive which 
always underlies competition is asserted to 
have been the animating one. It is beyond 
the right and power of· this Court to import 
into that finding, in contradiction of another 
finding or otherwise, the further finding 
th~t the motive which prompted the con­
duct of the defendants was an unlawful one 
prompted by malice and the desire to d~ 
injury to the plaintiffs without benefiting 
members of the defendant associatlons. 

The defendant associations • • • wanted 
to put their men ln the place of certain men 
at work who were nonmembers working 
for smaller pay, and they set about doing lt 
in a perfectly lawful way. They determined 
that if it were necessary they would bear the 
burden and expense of a strike to accomplish 
that result, and in so determining they were 
clearly within their rights • • •. They 
could have gone upon a strike without offer­
ing any explanation until the contractors' 
should have come in distress to the oftlcers 
of the associations asking for the reason for 
the strike. 

Having the right to insist that plaintiff's 
men be discharged and defendant's men put 
in their place if the services of the other 
members of the association were to be re­
tained, they also had the right to threaten 
that none of their men would stay unless 
their members could have all the work there 
was to do. 

A man has the right under the law to start 
a store and to sell at such reduced prices 
that he 1s able in a short time to drive the 
other storekeepers in his vicinity out of 
business, when, having possession of the 
trade, he finds himself soon able to recover 
the loss sustained by ruining the others. 
Such has been the law for centuries. The 
reason, of course, is that the doctrine has 
generally been accepted that free competi­
tion 1s worth more to society than it costs 
and that, on this ground, the infliction of 
damages is privileged. 

A labor organization is endowed with pre­
cisely the same legal right as an individual 
to threaten to do that which it may law­
fully do. 

In 1939-40, closed shop agreements 
were much more prevalent in the· United 
States than in England or Sweden. But 
even then, only about 3 million organized 
employees in the United States were 
working under closed shop conditions­
Lester, "Economics of Labor/' page 619. 

In January 1944, closed shop agree­
ments covered almost 30 percent of all 
American workers under labor agree­
ments, and union shop agreements al­
most 20 percent; or, together a total of 
6.5 million workers out of 52.6 persons 
comprising the whole U.S. labor force-­
in October 1943. See "Yearbook of 
American Labor," volume I, page 114. 

In 1945, there were 29 million work­
ers in the United States who were eligible 
for membership in the then existing 
unions. Less than 50 percent of these 
were covered by labor agreements. About 
15 percent were under closed shop agree­
ments and about 7 or 8 percent under 
union shop agreements. 

Only as late as January 10, 1951, were 
closed and union shops permitted under 
the Railway Labor Act. Prior to that 
time, union shop and closed shop agree­
ments had been prohibited by that stat­
ute. Thus, it can be said that all of 
our railroads and our air carriers were 
unionized without the aid of any form 
of compulsory unionization. See "Re­
port to the President by the Emergency 
Board" appointed by Executive Order 
10306 dated November 15, 1951, pursuant 
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to section 10 of the Railway Labor Act, 
as amended, passim. 

In their formative days American 
unions lacked the .leverag-e that came 
from any significant use of discharge of 
employees solely because of nonmember­
ship in a labor organization. Rather 
generally and until very recently, unions 
lacked the help that would have come to 
them from any compulsion exercised 
upon workers to join or to contribute to 
the support of labor unions. In the main. 
they grew strong only by application of 
principles of free association. 

LEGISLATIVE ffiSTORY 

The first important statutory recogni­
tion of the right of employees under Fed­
erallaw to organize and to bargain col­
lectively through representatives of their 
own choosing came from the Railway 
Labor Act passed by Congress in 1926. 
As indicated above, this act specifically 
banned the closed and union shop. 

Section 2, paragraph fourth, of the 
Railway Labor Act reads: 

Employees shall have the right to organize 
and bargain collectively through represent­
atives of their own choosing. The majority 
of any craft or class of employees shall have 
the right to determine who shall be the repre­
sentative of the cra.ft or class for the purposes 
of this act. No carrier, its officers or agents 
shall deny or in any way question the rtght 
of its employees to join, organize, or assist 
in organizing the labor organization pf their 
choice, and it sh-all be unlawful .for any car­
rier to interfere in any way with the orga­
nization of its employees. 

In this language was set forth the basic 
legal principles of labor relations per­
taining to railway, airline, and interstate 
motor carrier industrial relations. 

In 1932, Congress passed the Federal 
Anti-Injunction Act, otherwise known as 
the Norris-La Guardia Act. This act 
somewhat sterilely recognized the right 
now protected by the right-to-work laws 
as appears from the following quotation: 

In the interpretation of this -a~t and in 
determining the jurisdiCit1on and authority of 
the courts of the United States, as such jur­
isdiction and authority are herein defined 
and limited, the public policy of the United 
States is hereby declared as follows: 

"Whereas under prevailing economic con­
ditions, developed with the aid of govern­
mental authority for owners of property to 
organize in the corporate and other forms of 
ownership association, the individual unor­
ganized worker is commonly belpless to exer­
cise actual liberty of contract and to protect 
his freedom of labor, and thereby to obtain 
acceptable terms and conditions of employ­
ment, wherefore, though he should be free 
to decline to as~ociate with his fellow, it is 
necessary that he have full freedom of asso­
ciation, self-organization and designation of 
r.~presentatives of his own choosing." 

It should be apparent from the fore­
going quotation that this basic piece of 
labor legislation was built upon the as­
sumption that American workers, as in­
deed all American citizens and all 
friendly aliens subject to the U.S. Con­
stitution, enjoyed the right of free asso­
ciation-a right which underlies the 
whole American legal and moral theory 
and practice of unionism. Indeed, this 
right of free association is a natural-law 
right. It is not a gift of the Government 
or State. It is an endowment of that 
nature which men, as persons, receive 

CXI--1647 

from God. It is -one of the unalienable 
rights under the Declaration of Inde­
pendence. Up to this margin of our 
problem, and no further, the natural law 
lends the light of its basic principles~ 
Beyond that are fallible applications or 
"determinations" as St. Thomas Aquinas 
called them-but not certain principles. 

The national labor relations law of 
1935, also frequently called the Wagner 
Act, was built around the following stat­
utory principle: 

Employees shall have the rtght to self­
organ1mt1on, to form, join, or assist labor 
organizations. to bargain collectively through 
representatives .of their own choosing and 
to engage ln other concert~d activities for the 
purpose of collective bargaining or other 
mutual aid or protection except to the extent 
that such right may be affected by an agree­
ment requiring membership in a labor or~ 
n1za..tion as a condition of employment. 

This central principle of free choice 
given to workers was accompanied by an 
antimony which approved compu sory 
unionism. Thus, at the heart of the 
Wagner Act, there was inserted a basic 
contradiction between free choice and 
compulsory unionism. 

This contradiction persisted without 
mitigation until the Taft-Hartley Act 
modified section 7 of the old National 
Labor Relations Act. To the central 
principle just quoted there was added the 
clause that employees "shall also have 
the right to refrain from any and all such 
activities." The closed shop was abol­
ished by the Taft-Hartley Act. But in 
other respects the old cont radiction re­
mains. Although our national labor re­
lations law as amended recognizes the 
right of employees to engage in union ac­
tivity and to refrain from such activity; 
it does not protect that right wherever 
management and labor within the juris..: 
diction of the National Labor Relations 
Board include a union shop provision in 
their labor contract. The Taft-Hartley 
Act outlawed the closed shop by section 
8(a) (3) of the Labor-Management Re­
lations Act of 194 7. While the Federal 
labor relations law forbids an employer 
from interfering with the exercise by his 
employees of the right of free association 
and bans employer contributions to or 
support of any labor organization and 
prohibits discrimination because of un­
ion affiliation; nevertheless, under a 
union shop agreement, the employer 
may lawfully discriminate against an 
.AFL-CIO member where the collective 
bargaining agent is a Teamster union 
and vice versa. If, by agreement be­
tween the employer and the union enjoy­
ing majority status, a worker is required 
to join a labor organization against his 
will, it would seem obvious that his right 
of free association is actually interfered 
with or limited. It is hard to imagine 
a more infiuential support of a particular 
union than that which is afforded by a 
union shop agreement. It is the whole 
point and purpose of a union shop agree­
ment to require an employer, under the 
penalty of contract violation, to discrim­
inate on the basis of union activity or 
affiliation. 

Nevertheless, the Taft-Hartley Act, by 
one provision, did specifically enable 
States to supply protection for the right 
of free association which the Federal 

labor relations law merely recognizes but 
does not enforce. Section 14(b) of the 
National Labor RelatiO'ns Act reads as 
follows: 

Nothing in t h is act shall be construed as 
authorizing the execution or application of 
agreements requiring membership in a labor 
organization as a condition of employment 
in any State or territory in which such exec\1-
tion or application is prohibited by State OJ' 
territorial law. 

In other language, Congress left "it up 
to the States to decide whether, as a 
matter of State policy under the Ameri­
can Constitution, union shops or closed 
shops were to be tolerated. Thus, Con­
gress itself opened the door to right-to .. 
work statutes as it had a dear right to 
do under the Constitution. Under sec­
tion 14(b), nothing contained in the 
Federal law could contradict the right of 
the States not only to recognize free as­
sociation but to protect and .enforce 
it. Without violating the supremacy 
cl..ause-article VI-o.f the U.S. Constitu­
tion, wbieh prescribes that laws made 
pursuant to the Constitution shall be the 
supreme law of the land, States may 
guarantee to employees the right to de­
cline to associate as well as to associate; 
and the States may implement that right 
effectively. In effect, therefore, Congress 
left it up to the States to correct in this 
respect the obvious inconsistency of the 
national labor relations law, as amended. 
Only when the correction applied by a 
right-to-work law is effective can it be 
said that employees are secured in their 
right freely to associate or freely to de­
cline to associate. What Congress merely 
recognized as a right but did not enforce, 
the States are permitted to enforce. 

This is not to say that all of the right­
to-work laws came into existence after 
Congress had opened the door by en­
acting section 14(b) of the Federal La­
bor Relations Act. Some of the right­
to-work laws antedated that act. 

Florence Peterson in her "Survey of 
Labor Economics," copyrighted in 1947, 
criticized the right-to-work laws as fol­
lows: 

Such blanket restrictions for workers en­
gaged in interstate industries are contrary to 
the National Labor Relations Act and the 
Anti-Injunction Act as they read in 1946. 

Opponents of such legislation also :ma.1n­
tain that the restrictions are unconstitu­
tional because they violate the guarantees o! 
free speech and union property rights inher­
ent in contracts with employees. Its pro­
ponents, while admitting that it nul111les 
certain provisions in existing Federal labor 
laws, hold that it conforms to the best tra­
ditions of our Constitution and Bill of Righte 
because it affords protection against union 
coercion and intimidation (pp. 635--636). 

Of course, Miss Peterson could not at 
that time foresee that Congress itself, 
by the Taft-Hartley Act, would eliminate 
the very possibility of contradiction by 
expressly permitting State right-to-work 
laws. But she was in error even about 
the Wagner Act and congressional legis­
lative intent under that act, as appears 
below. 
WHY DID CONGRESS SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZE 

THE STATE RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS? 

The best answer to this question is 
supplied by the House Conference Report 
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No. 510 on H.R. 3020 of the 80th Con­
gress: 

Under the House b111 there was included 
a new section 13 of the National Labor Re­
lations Act to assure that nothing in the act 
was to be construed as authorizing any closed 
shop, union shop, maintenance of member­
ship, or other form of compulsory unionism 
agreement in any State where the execution 
of such agreement would be contrary to 
State law. Many States have enacted laws 
or adopted constitutional provisions to make 
all forms of compulsory unionism in those 
States illegal. It was never the intention of 
the National Labor Relations Act, as is dis­
closed by the legislative history of that act, 
to preempt the field in this regard so as to 
deprive the States of their powers to prevent 
compulsory unionism. Neither the so-called 
closed shop proviso in section 8 ( 3) of the 
existing act nor the union shop and the 
maintenance of m:embership proviso in sec­
tion 8(a) (3) of the conference agreement 
could be said to authorize arrangements of 
this sort in States where such arrangements 
were contrary to the State policy. To make 
certain that there should be no question 
about this, section 13 was included in the 
House bill. The conference agreement, in 
section 14(b), contains a provision having 
the same effect (p. 60). 

As of the time when the House Com­
mittee Report No. 245 on H.R. 3020 was 
filed, at least 12 States-Alabama, Ari­
zona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, 
Louisiana, Minnesota, Nebraska, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Tennessee-­
had laws forbidding compulsory union­
ism-see that report, page 34. 

For this reason the House bill not only 
abolished the closed shop but declared: 

The subject of compulsory unionism, one 
that the States may regulate concurrently 
with the United States, notwithstanding 
that the agreements affect commerce and 
notwithstanding that the State laws limit 
compulsory unionism more drastically than 
does Federal law. The demand for legislation 
of this kind is widespread and pressing 
(p. 34). 

The same House Report No. 245 con­
tains a further explanaltion: 

Since by the Labor Act, Congress preempts 
the field that the act covers insofar as com­
merce within the meaning of the act is con­
cerned, and since when this report is written 
the courts have not finally ruled upon the 
effect upon employees of employers engaged 
in commerce of State laws dealing with com­
pulsory unionism, the committee has pro­
vided expressly in section 13 that laws and 
constitutional provisions of any State that 
restrict the right of employers to require 
em.ployees to become or remain members of 
labor organizations are valid, notwithstand­
ing any provision of the National Labor Rela­
tions Act. In reporting the bill that became 
the National Labor Relations Act, the Senate 
committee to which the bill had been re­
ferred declared that the act would not in­
validate any State law or constitutional pro­
vision. The new section 13 is consistent with 
this view (p. 44). 

The Senate committee in its report-­
No. 105 on S. 1126--was even more spe­
cific as to the reasons which motivated 
the Senators in permitting State right­
to-work laws even though they could be 
construed as inconsistent with the Fed­
eral National Labo:- Relations Act: 

A controversial issue to which the com­
mittee has devoted the most mature deliber­
ation has been the problem posed by com­
pulsory union membership. It should be 
noted that when the railway workers were 

given the protection of the Railway Labor 
Act, Congress thought that the provisions 
which prevented discrimination against 
union membership and provided for the cer­
tification of bargaining representatives ob­
viated the justification for closed shop or 
union shop arrangements. That statute spe­
cifically forbids any kind of compulsory 
unionism. 

The argument has often been advanced 
that Congress is inconsistent in not apply­
ing this same principle to the National Labor 
Relations Act. Under that statute a pro­
viso to section 8(3) permits voluntary agree­
ments for compulsory union membership 
provided they are made with an unassisted 
labor organization representing a majority 
of the employees at the time the contract is 
made. When the committee of the Congress 
in 1935 reported the bill which became the 
present National Labor Relations Act, they 
made clear that the proviso in section 8 ( 3) 
was not intended to override State laws 
regulating the closed shop. The Senate com­
mittee stated that "the b111 does nothing to 
facilitate closed shop agreements or to make 
them legal in any State where they may be 
illegal" • • • Until the beginning of the war 
only a relatively small minority of em­
ployees (less than 20 percent) were affected 
by contracts containing any compulsory fea­
tures. According to the Secretary of Labor, 
however, within the last 5 years over 75 per­
cent now contain some form of compulsion. 
But with t.his trend, abuses of compulsory 
membership have become so numerous there 
has been great public feeling against such 
arrangements. This has been reflected by 
the fact that in 12 States such agreements 
have been made illegal either by legislative 
act or constitutional amendment, and in 14 
other States proposals for abolishing such 
contracts are now pending. Although these 
regulatory measures have not received au­
thoritative interpretation by the Supreme 
Court (see A.F. of L. v. Watson, 327 U.S. 582), 
it is obvious that they pose important ques­
tions of accommodating Federal and State 
legislation touching labor relations in indus­
tries affecting commerce (Hill v. Florida, 325 
U.S. 538; see also Bethlehem Steel Co. v. La­
bor Board, decided by the Supreme Court 
April 7, 1947). In testifying before this com­
mittee, however, leaders of organized labor 
have stressed the fact that in the absence 
of such provisions many employees sharing 
the beneftt.s of what unions are able to ac­
complish by collective bargaining will refuse 
to pay their share of the cost. 

The committee has taken into considera­
tion these arguments in reaching what it 
considers a solution of the problem which 
does justice to both points of view. We 
have felt that on the record before us the 
abuses of the system have become too se­
rious and numerous to justify permitting 
present law to remain unchanged. It is clear 
that the closed shop which requires pre­
existing union membership as a condition 
of obtaining employment creates too great 
a barrier to free employment to be longer 
tolerated. In the maritime industry and to 
a large extent in the construction industry 
union hiring halls now provide the only 
method of securing employment. This not 
only permits unions holding such monopolies 
over jobs to exact excessive fees but it de­
prives management of any real choice of 
the men it hires. Extension of this principle 
to license deck and engine officers has created 
the greatest problems in connection with the 
safety of American vessels at sea (see testi­
mony of Almore Roth • • • val. 2, p. 612). 

Numerous examples were presented to the 
committee of the way union leaders have 
used closed shop devices as a method of de­
priving employees of their jobs, and in some 
cases a means of securing a livelihood in 
their trade or calling, for purely capricious 
reasons. In one instance a labor union mem­
ber was subpenaed to appear in court, hav-

ing witnessed an assault on his foreman by 
a fellow employee. Because he told the truth 
upon the witness stand, the union leadership 
brought about his expulsion with the con­
sequent loss of his job since his employer 
was subject to a closed shop contract. 

Numerous examples of equally glaring dis­
regard for the rights of minority members 
of unions are contained in the exhibits re­
ceived in evidence by the committee (see 
testimony of Cecil B. de Mille). If trade 
unions were purely fraternal or social orga­
nizations, such instances would not be a 
matter of congressional concern, but since 
membership in such organizations in many 
trades or callings is essential to earning a 
living, Congress cannot ignore the existence 
of such power. 

Under the amendments which the com­
mittee recommends, employers would still be 
permitted to enter into agreements requir­
ing all the employees in a given bargain­
ing unit to become members 30 days after 
being hired if a majority of such employees 
have shown their intent by secret ballot to 
confer authority to negotiate such an agree­
ment upon their representatives (pp. 4-7). 

Mr. President, many instances of op­
pression and trade union abuse stemming 
directly from the dictatorial imposition 
of the closed shop or union shop could 
be cited. 

A glaring example is the manner in 
which most of the Teamsters unions in 
New York City coerce workers into their 
membership and impose their printed 
and nonbargainable contracts upon 
employers. There is no such thing as 
collective bargaining. In most cases 
there is no such thing as an organization­
al campaign. The organizational cam­
paign begins with a picket line. It is fol­
lowed by the use of goon squads. The 
way to get rid of this annoyance is to 
sign the printed contract as it is. Obvi­
ously, to be required to sign a printed 
contract, prepared by the union, without 
being given an opportunity to negotiate 
any of the terms, is hardly an instance of 
collective bargaining in good faith. All 
of these Teamsters contracts contain 
what amounts to closed shop, or at least 
union shop provisions. 

An example of union dictatorship of 
this type comes to mind. John Mc­
Namara, secretary-treasurer of local No. 
808 of the Teamsters in New York City, 
boasted that in the 15 years during which 
he held office he had never made use of 
the services of the National Mediation 
Board, the National Labor Relations 
Board, the Federal Mediation and Con­
ciliation Service, or any State labor rela­
tions hoard; had never made use of the 
services of State mediation boards; and 
had never gone to arbitration. Employ­
ers found it cheaper to sign than to bear 
the loss of business which picketing ef­
fected. And they signed exactly what 
the union had printed as its current labor 
agreement. 

Under such circumstances, the control 
which is given to a dictatorily inclined 
labor leader by a union shop or closed 
shop is practically unlimited. 

In his short but scholarly work entitled 
"Fundamentals of Labor Economics," 
Prof. Freidrich Baerwale of Fordham 
University writes: 

Under a closed shop agreement, the em­
ployer pledged himself to hire only workers 
who, prior to the date of being taken on, 
haye been members in good standing of the 
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union which has concluded the contract. A 
closed shop clause was usually stated some­
what as follows: "Throughout the term of 
this contract, the employer agrees to hire 
only members of the union in good stand­
ing." Just what "good standing" meant was 
defined in the constitution and bylaws of 
the union in question and was usually for­
feited by nonpayment of union dues. Thus, 
in places where the closed shop clause was 
rigidly enforced, workers had to be members 
of the union before they could obtain em­
ployment. In such cases, therefore, the first 
problem before a worker was not to find a 
job but was to get into the union. In this 
regard, the matter of initiation fees and 
residence requirements must be considered. 

The levying of initiation fees is not in it­
self objectionable. Every organization, and 
particularly a union, must take the neces­
sary measure to assure a constant flow of 
revenue to cover the expenses of its activi­
ties, and initiation fees can supply part of 
the needed funds. In times of chronic un­
employment initiation fees were levied in 
many unions, not so much for obtaining 
revenue, as for discouraging new applications 
and keeping down the number of union 
members. The prohibitive amount of the 
lnitiation fee was interpreted as one way of 
keeping the supply of labor in balance with 
the demand. In many cases, however, the 
fee was used not merely to maintain such 
balance but to create an artificial scarcity 
of labor in specialized fields-a condition 
that was said to be in the interest of the 
union members who had invested in the 
union when they joined and were entitled 
to look forward to returns in the form of 
high wages brought about by the scarcity of 
labor. 

Experience has shown that the closed shop 
has a tendency to develop into a closed 
union; that is, it can easily assume a mo­
nopolistic character limiting employment op­
portunities to insiders while denying them 
to nonmembers. The actual strength of the 
tendency varies with business conditions. 
When unemployment is high, admission pol­
icies are more restrictive than in periods of 
great demand for workers. Under such con­
ditions there is the danger that the labor 
force will become rigidly divided into those 
who are employed and those who are unem­
ployed and unable to find work because they 
have lost their good standing in the union 
through lapse of dues payment or because 
they were never able to afford the initiation 
fee. This tends to keep people jobless if 
their occupational background limits them 
to fields covered by closed-shop clauses. 

In good times· and especially in periods of 
full employment, the monopolistic charac­
ter of the closed shop lessens; but this fact 
does not eliminate the fundamental issue of 
whether it is desirable to give a private or­
ganization-in this case the union-the right 
to determine who should and who should 
not be given an opportunity to work in a 
given field. The argument that such a prac­
tice is necessary so as to avoid overcrowding 
in certain occupations is not valid. That 
problem is not one to be solved by union 
procedures; it can be met only by an effi­
cient guidance program, especially ·for young 
people, which should be linked to the opera­
tions of the public placement services. 

Residence requirements have also been 
used as a restrictive device in union policies. 
"Foreigners" from other States, or even 
from cities of the same States, often had to 
undergo a waiting period before they were 
allowed to work at their occupations in a 
new · city. In such cases, the union card 
issued by the union of the former residence 
was readily transferred and dues payments 
were received, but still the ban on accepting 
employment was enforced; the newly arrived 
members were not considered for placement 
until after the expiration of the waiting 
period. These restrictive devices were de-

fended by pointing to overcrowding of oc­
cupations; but again, it must be stated that 
the flow of workers should not be interfered 
with by union rules. It is the duty of the 
employment services to publicize unfavor­
able conditions in the various labor markets 
and to discourage such migrations of labor 
which can only lead to new disappointments 
for those in search of employment oppor­
tunities. If the indirect regulation of the 
labor market is left to unions, they are 
placed in the position to exercise a power 
over individuals which is not inherent in 
the purposes of labor organizations. 

• • ·• A sample study made by the Na­
tional Industrial Conference Board in 1939 
indicates that the closed shop can eliminate 
a certain amount of friction in industrial 
relations. It was pointed out that such 
an agreement "improves discipline" and 
"ends the frequent demands by the union 
for concessions for the sole purpose of hold­
ing membership." 

These advantages, however, cannot out­
weigh the disadvantages implied in the 
closed shop type of union agreement. 
Through a closed shop clause the union as­
sumes the position whereby it can determine 
the hiring of WO!kers to a very large extent. 
If additional workers are needed in a closed 
shop, the employer must turn to the union 
which will "present" some of its members for 
his consideration. It is true that the em­
ployer is not bound by the closed shop pro­
vision to hire anybody just because he is a 
member of the union and has been pre­
sented. He retains his right to reject ob­
viously incompetent or unsuitable workers. 
On the other hand, the requirement that he 
hire only union members limits his selec­
tion just as it narrows the opportunity of 
employment in closed shop fields for work­
ers who are not members of the union and 
who fail to obtain admission to it. 

The closed shop clause gave a maximum 
of security to the union but it had such 
tar-reaching effects on the whole question of 
fair distribution of opportunities of employ­
ment that, in this writer's opinion, a re­
introduction of such a pattern of union 
agreements would seriously impair the work­
ers' liberty of choice and freedom of move­
ment. The closed shop is typical of labor 
organizations in a totalitarian system; a 
wide acceptance of it in a democratic society 
would create grave inconsistencies. Besides, 
the legitimate ends of unionism can be 
served without recourse to such restrictive 
policies and clauses. • • • (pp. 394-397). 

In the case of Laut v. E. G. Shinner & 
Co., Inc., 303 U.S. 323, the district court 
had found the following facts, according 
to the opinion of the Supreme Court of 
the United States: E. G. Shinner & Co., 

- Inc. operated five meat markets in Mil­
waukee, Wis. It employed about 35 em­
ployees; none of them was a member of. 
the union involved. That union de­
manded that the employer require its 
employees, as a condition of continued 
employment, to become members. The 
employer notified the 35 employees that 
they were. free to do this; but they re­
fused to join the union. I quote from the 
Supreme Court's decision: 

For the purpose of coercing the respondent 
(employer) to require its employees to join 
the union and to accept it as their bargain­
ing agent and representative, as a condition 
of continued employment, and for the pur­
pose of injuring and destroying the business 
if the respondent refused to yield to such 
coercion, the petitioners (the Union) con­
spired to do the following things and did 
them: They caused false and misleading 
signs to be placed before the respondent's 
markets; caused persons who were not re­
spondent's employees to parade and picket 

before the market; falsely accused respond­
ent of being unfair to organized labor in its 
dealings with employees and, by molestation, 
annoyance, threats, and intimidation, pre­
vented patrons and prospective patrons of 
respondent from patronizing its markets; 
respondent suffered and will suffer irrep­
arable injury from the continuance of the 
practices, and customers will be intimidated 
and restrained from patronizing the stores 
as a consequence of petitioners' acts. • • • 

Upon the foregoing facts, the district 
court issued an injunction enjoining the 
union from seeking to coerce the em­
ployer to discharge its employees for re­
fusal to join the union or to coerce the 
employer to compel the employees to be­
come members of the union. Without 
considering the merits of the dispute, the 
Supreme Court found that the contro­
versy between the union and the em­
ployer in this case constituted a "labor 
dispute" within the meaning of the Nor­
ris-La Guardia Act. For that nominalis­
tic reason alone, the Supreme Court of 
the United States found that the district 
court has committed error in issuing an 
injunction against the union. For all 
practical purposes, the Norris-La Guar­
dia Act prevents courts from issuing in­
junctions in "labor disputes." Thus, 
everything depends upon the definition of 
the term ''labor dispute." The Court 
merely satisfies itself that there exists a 
"labor dispute," without going into the 
merits of the so-called dispute, and, hav­
ing found that a "labor dispute" exists, it 
concludes that no injunction ought to 
issue. The test is not justice but nomen­
clature. 

.In a dissenting opinion, Mr. Justice 
Butler wrote: 

The decision just announced ignores the 
declared policy of Congress that the worker 
should be free to decline association with his 
fellows, and that he should have full free­
dom in that respect and in the designation 
of representatives, and especially that he 
should be free from the interference, re­
strains, or coercion of employers. To say 
that a "labor dispute" is created by the mere 
refusal of respondent to comply with the 
demand that it compel its employees to des­
ignate the union as their representative un­
mistakably subverts this policy and conse­
quently puts a construction upon the words 
contrary to the manifest congressional in­
tent • • • . 

In this case, there was no interchange or 
consideration of conflicting views in respect 
of the settlement of a controversial prob­
lem. There was ·simply an overbearing de­
mand by the union that respondents do an 
unlawful thing and a natural refusal on 
its part to comply. If a demand by a labor 
union that an employer compel its employees 
to submit to the will of the union, and the 
employer's refusal, constitute a labor contro­
versy, the h ighwayman's demand for the 
money of his victim and the latter's refusal 
to stand and deliver constitute a financial 
controversy. 

Clearly the union could not be authorized­
by statute to resort to coercive measures 
directly against the employees to compel 
submission to its wishes, for that would 
be to give one group of workmen autocratic 
power to control in respect of the liberties of 
another group, in contravention of the fifth 
amendment as well as of the policy of Con­
gress expressly declared in this act. And that 
being true, the attempt to coerce submis­
sion through constrained interference of the 
employer was equally unlawful. 

There can be no dispute without dis­
putants, between whom was there a dispute 
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here? There was none between the union 
and respondent's employees; for the latter 
were considered by the union mere pawns to 
be moved according to the arbitrary will of 
the union. There was none between re­
spondent and its employees; they were in 
full accord. And finally there was none be­
tween the union and respondent; for it 
would be utterly unreasonable to suppose 
Congress intended that the refusal of a con­
scientious employer to transgress the ex­
press policy of the law should constitute a 
"labor dispute" having the effect of bring­
ing to nought not only the policy of the 
law, but the obligation of a court of equity 
to respect it and to restrain a continuing 
and destructive assault upon the property 
rights of the employer, as to which no ade­
quate remedy at law existed • • •. 

One could go on citing case after case 
similar to the instances already enumer­
ated. All of them highlight reasons why 
State legislatures reasonably and with 
unimpeachable morality banned com­
pulsory unionism and established right­
to-work statutes. 

Perhaps nowhere can a more succinct 
and accurate statement of union leader 
attitude in opposition to right-to-work 
laws be found than in the summary of 
the union briefs before the Supr.eme 
Court of the United States in two cases 
treated as one, Lincoln Federal Labor 
Union v. Northwestern Iron & Metal Co., 
Whitaker et al. v. State of North Caro­
lina (335 U.S. 525). What was involved 
in those cases was the constitutionality 
of the North Carolina right-to-work 
statute and the Nebraska constitutional 
amendment providing that no person 
shall be deprived of an opportunity to 
obtain or retain employment because he 
is or is not a member of a labor orga­
nization. This case was decided in 1949 
and it constitutes the leading precedent 
from the highest Court in the land sus­
taining the constitutionality of right-to­
work laws. The following quotations and 
comments will not only elucidate there­
jected union philosophy, but the sane­
ness and justice which bulwarks the 
constit~tional defense of right-to-work 
laws: 

It ·is contended that these State laws 
abridge the freedom and speech and the op­
portunities of unions and their members 
"peacably to assemble and to petition the 
government for a redress of grievances." 

It is difficult to see how enforcement of 
this State policy could infringe the freedom 
of speech of anyone, or deny to anyone the 
right to assemble or to petition for a redress 
of grievances. The appellants (the unions) 
do not contend that the laws expressly 
forbid the full exercise of those rights by 
unions or union members. Their conten­
tion is that these State laws indirectly in­
fringe their constitutional rights of speech, 
assembly, and petition. While the basis of 
this contention is not entirely clear, it seems 
to rest on this line of reasoning: The right 
of unions and union members to demand 
that no nonunion members work along 
with union members is "indispensable to 
the right of self-organization and the as­
sociation of workers into unions"; without 
a right of union members to refuse to work 
with nonunion members, there are "no 
means of eliminating the competition of the 
nonunion worker"; since, the reasoning 
continues, a "closed shop is indispensable 
to achievement of sufficient union member­
ship to put unions and employers on full 
equallty for collective bargaining, a closed 
shop is consequently an indispensable con­
comitant" of the "right of employees to as-

semble into and associate together through 
labor organizations • • • ." 

Justification for such an expensive con­
struction of the right to speak, assemble, and 
petition is then vested in part on appellants' 
assertion "that the right of a nonunionist 
to work is in no way equivalent to or the 
parallel of the right to work as a union mem­
ber; that there exists no constitutional right 
to work as a nonunionist on the one hand 
while the right to maintain employment 
free from discrimination because of union 
membership is constitutionally protected." 

There we have it. The union argument 
and brief actually went to the length of con­
tending that "the right of a nonunionist to 
work is in no way equivalent to or the 
parallel of the right to work as a union mem­
ber." . According to this strange argument, 
the Constitution sets up two classes of citi­
zenship. The full constitutional preroga­
tives and immunities go to union members. 
Lesser rights and prerogatives-how much 
less is left to conjecture-accrue to nonunion 
members. A nonunionist simply does not 
have "a constitutional right to work". Only 
the unionist is constitutionally guaranteed 
against discrimination. This self-contradic­
tory philosophy attaches to the Constitution 
a gross and intolerable discrimination in an 
effort to fight antiunion discrimination. It 
brazenly contends, without the slightest 
warrant from the Constitution, the Supreme 
Court cases or constitutional history, that it 
is sound constitutional law to read into the 
Constitution a discrimination against non­
trade unionists in favor of trade unionists. 

No more stupid or impertinent argument 
was ever presented to the Supreme Court of 
the United States. Trade unions in this 
way claim a preeminent position in the 
pluralism which characterizes the United 
States. 

Every other private group depends for 
the purpose of soliciting its members 
upon a principle of freed and uncoerced 
association, its own appeal to reason, its 
basic constitution and by-laws and upon 
similar methods of persuasion. A parish, 
a church, a grange, a civic society, a so­
cial club, a benevolent order-all of these 
would spurn the idea that coercion for 
the purpose of forcing outsiders to join 
their grouping is "indispensable to the 
right of self -organization and the right 
of association" into their particular 
group. Pluralism is by its very nature 
competitive. But it would be a sad day 
for this country if the Knights of Co­
lumbus, for example, were persuaded to 
resort to coercive methods for forcing 
membership upon outsiders for no better 
reason than that competition between 
Knights and non-Knights is keen. 
Neither in reason nor in good politics nor 
in any defensible jurisprudence would it 
be proper to yield to any private group, 
whether union or nonunion, the type of 
preeminence actually claimed by labor 
unions before the Supreme Court of the 
United States. This bizarre primacy, 
which the unions seriously claimed in 
the Lincoln Federal Labor Union case, 
they continue to claim implicitly in most 
of their arguments again right-to-work 
laws. They claim special privilege which 
they would be the first to resent in other 
private, nongovernmental groups. After 
all, they did try to put their best foot 
forward when they conducted their ap­
peals to the U.S. Supreme Court. They 
would have liked nothing better than to 
be able to strike down right-to-work laws 
as unconstitutional. Time and again 
they have sought to persuade courts to 

hold such laws as violative of basic law. 
The courts have rejected these union at­
tempts at claiming special privilege. 
The Supreme Court has, in a well rea­
soned opinion, put to final rest a series 
of querulous constitutional objections. 

WHAT THE SUPREME COURT HAS SAID IN 
DEFENSE OF RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS 

In the Lincoln Federal Labor Union 
case (supra) , Mr. Justice Black wrote for 
a unanimous court: 

Under employment practices in the United 
StBites, employers have sometimes limited 
work opportunities to members of unions, 
sometimes to nonunion members, and at 
other times have employed and kept their 
workers without regard to whether they 
were or were not members of a union. Em­
ployers are commanded to follow this latter 
employment practice in the States of North 
Carolina and Nebraska. A North Carolina 
statute and a Nebraska constitutional 
amendment provide that no person in those 
States shall be denied an opportunity to ob­
tain or retain employment because he is or is 
not a member of a labor organization. To 
enforce this policy North Carolina and Ne­
braska employers are also forbidden to enter · 
into contracts or agreements obligating 
themselves to exclude persons from employ­
ment because they are or are not labor union 
members • • •. 

Here is a simple and lucid statement 
of the issue as it was presented to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 
Having thus formulated the question be­
fore it, the Court went on to state and 
often quote the basic union contentions 
to the effect that the Nebraska and North 
Carolina right-to-work statutes were 
constitutionally invalid. Then the Court 
wrote: 

We deem it unnecessary to elaborate the 
numerous reasons for our rejection of this 
contention of • • • (the unions). Nor 
need we appraise .or analyze with particular­
ity the rather startling ideas suggested to 
support some of the premises on which Ap­
pellants' (the unions') conclusions rest. 
There cannot be wrung from a constitu­
tional right of workers to assemble to dis­
cuss improvement of their own working 
standards, a further constitutional right to 
drive from remunerative employment all 
other persons who will not or cannot par­
ticipate in union assemblies. • • • 

In the Oregon School case-Pierce v. 
Society of Sisters (268 U.S. 510), the 
Supreme Court of the United States re­
fused to drive private or parochial schools 

_ from the American scene simply because 
a group of State legislators dislike the 
competition between public and private 
schools. But in the Oregon School case, 
it . was not a private group which had 
decreed the extinction of parochial 
schools. It was a State legislature. But 
the Supreme Court vetoed the decree. 
In the Lincoln Federal Labor Union case, 
private groups-unions-were actually 
presenting the startling idea that they 
could drive from remunerative employ­
ment all other persons whom they re­
garded as competitors. It scarcely re­
quires more than a rudimentary grip on 
sound political theory or on presentable 
moralizing to justify the conclusion that, 
even if the U.S. Constitution permitted 
private groups to drive from remunera­
tive employment all other persons who 
will not or cannot participate ln them, 
it would be intolerable and immoral to 
do so. 
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The great French philosopher, Jacques 

Maritain, has written: 
The lesson of • • • experience seems obvi­

ous: nothing is more vain than to seek to 
unite men by a philosophic minimum. How­
ever small, however modest, however tenta­
tive this may be, it will perpetually give rise 
to contests and divisions. And this quest 
of a common denominator in contrasting 
convictions can develop nothing but intel­
lectual cowardice and mediocrity, a weak­
ening of minds, and a betrayal of the rights 
of truth. 

Hence we must renounce the search for a 
common profession of faith, whether it be 
the medieval one of the Apostles' creed, or 
the natural religion of lightness, or the posi­
tive philosophy of Auguste Comte, or that 
minimum of Kantian morality invoked in 
France by the first theorists of laicism; we 
must give up seeking in a common profession 
of faith the source and principle of unity 

· in the social body. ("True Humanism," pp. 
167-168.) 

Now, if we cannot by appeal to reason 
effectuate unity of philosophy or faith, 
we will be even less successful, by any 
coercive methods, to unify men in socie­
ties like unions. Moreover, if on such 
important matters as a basic public phi­
losophy or a faith which is necessary for 
eternal salvation, men cannot be forced 
into unity by intimidation and threats, 
1t is hardly likely that in the less im­
portant, temporal matters with which 
trade unions and their objectives are 
concerned, a sound or faclle unification 
wlll result from compulsory unionism. 
Unionism is not an end in itself. It is 
a means to an end. Every means is, per 
se, subordinated to its end. The ends of 
trade unionism are morally and meta­
physically subordinate to the larger ends 
of man himself. The union, like the 
state, is to serve the person. Reverse 
this formula and you have tyranny. 

Now one of the ends of the human 
person is liberty and free association 
which exemplifies sound liberty. 

All exterior regulation Is vain if its a.im is 
not to develop the sense of a person's own 
creative responsib111ty, and his sense of com­
munion. To feel responsible for one's broth­
ers does not diminish our freedom but 
weights it with a deeper responsib111ty. 
(Maritain,ibid., p. 176.) 

For man has two ultimate ends, and 
one is obviously subalternated to the 
other. Man has an absolute ultimate 
end which is the transcendent eternal 
common good, namely, God Himself. 
And man has a terrestrial common good 
which is also ultimate in its particular 
order. For neither of these two ends is 
trade unionism an indispensable means. 
Neither the Gospels nor the Epistles 
mentioned unions in a day when workers 
were enslaved and· oppressed. Unions 
are indeed a useful means in the ter­
restrial order of our time. They may be 
"morally necessary" in many situations 
today. But there have been and are in­
stances of just and fair treatment of em­
ployees by employers without the inter­
vention of unions. Unions do not have 
a monopoly of justice, good will, or social 
charity. 

It may also be true that unions have 
necessary ends. But we should never 
forget what St. Thomas Aquinas wrote 

in his discussion of truth in the 13th 
century: 

No matter how necessary the end is, un­
less the means has a necessary relationship 
to the end so that without it the end cannot 
exist, there will be no necessity arising from 
the end in the means; just as, even though 
the principles may be true, if the conclusion 
is false because of the lack of a necessary 
relationship, no necessity on the part of the 
conclusion follows from the necessity of the 
principles. ("Truth," question XXIII, art. 
4, id. 11.) 

Even if the closed shop were "indis­
pensable to the right of self-organization 
and the association of workers into 
unions" (and it certainly is not indis­
pensable in this sense as a matter of his­
tory or theory), the moral, legal, or polit­
ical invalidity of the right-to-work laws 
would not thereby have been demon­
strated. The unions themselves and 
their best objectives are not indispens­
able. The world had existed for many 
centuries before unionism came on the 
scene~ The Bible never mentioned trade 
unionism. If unions were indispensable 
for terrestrial or spiritual salvation, they 
certainly would have been presaged or 
indicated. If trade unions themselves 
and their finest ends are not indispen­
sable, history proves, with even less hesi­
tation, that the closed shop, the union 
shop and other forms of compulsory 
unionism are not indispensable means to 
trade unionism. Trade unionism devel­
oped and grew strong without compul­
sory unionism. · The great unions of 
France, Germany, Sweden, Italy, and 
England developed and grew strong 
without the help of compulsory union­
ism. Indeed, compulsory unionism came 
upon the European labor scene compara­
tively recently. Up to World War II, 
less than 20 percent of the unionized 
employees were covered by union secu­
rity clauses exemplifying compulsory 
unionism. 

Let me continue my discussion of the 
Lincoln Federal Labor Union case: 

The constitutional right of workers to 
assemble, to discuss and formulate plans for 
furthering their own self-interest 1n jobs 
cannot be construed as a constitutional 
guarantee that none shall agree to abide 
by the assembly's plans. For where con­
duct a1fects the interests of other individuals 
and the general public, the legality of that 
conduct must be measured by whether the 
conduct conforms to valid law, even though 
the conduct is engaged in pursuant to plans 
of an assembly. 

After all, the very union workers who 
insist that others join their union un­
der the duress of some form of closed 
shop or union shop themselves exempli­
fy free choice in what they want to do. 
Presumably they have without compul­
sion Joined the particular union they 
like. Now they deny a similar right to 
others. They say to others, tn effect: 
"Either join my union or lose your job." 
Thus ·there is established a dual stand­
ard of privilege and freedom. It is bad 
enough to say: "I will not work with 
you because you are a Catholic or a Prot­
estant, or a Jew." Such intolerance is 
rather universally condemned today. In­
deed, it 1s actually forbidden by law in 
many cases. Yet in many States it is still 
permissible to say: "I will not work with 

you because you do not belong to my 
union. Therefore you cannot work here." 
Mind you, the person thus addressed 
might belong to a different union which 
he likes better. But by compulsory un­
ionism we encourage and proliferate the 
very type of intolerance and provincial­
ism which are, in all other cases, univer­
sally condemned. · 

The Supreme Court of the United 
States was not misled by the spurious ar­
guments against the right-to-work laws. 
The right-to-work laws do not deny to 
workers the right to assemble or to dis­
cuss and to formulate plans for further­
ing their own self-interest in jobs. What 
is involved is the right of free assemby 
and the right of free discussion and for­
mulation. To permit regimentation in 
these ma:tters is to fertilize the seed-bed 

. of totalitarianism and one-party sys­
tems. 

In any case, the right-to-work laws, 
far from conflicting with the first amend­
ment, recognize and protect rather ob­
vious corollaries of the first amendment. 
The Constitution in this respect applies 
to all of us and not just to trade union 
members. All of us are free to join pri­
vate groups; not just union members. 
Free association does not apply only to 
those who voluntarily join unions. It 
does not suddenly fail for those who join 
a lawful union which is not popular with 
the majority of a particular plant. 

Yet, by compulsory unionism, the 
unions have tried to set up a "constitu­
tional guarantee that none shall get and 
hold jobs except those who win · join" 
unions or concertedly advance their 
plans. In effect, this puts trade unions in 
the position of State legislatures to de­
cide whether work shall be available to 
particular persons. Only very rarely in 
the history of this country have State leg­
islatures denied access to employment or 
have they regulated access to employment 
narrowly. Yet the advocates of compul­
sory unionism would permit trade unions, 
as private groups, to do what State leg­
islatures have rarely done; and then only 
under the most drastic provocation. For 
example, the Waterfront Commission 
Compact of New York and New Jersey 
bans certain types of employment and 
strictly regulates other types. There is a 
serious question as to whether such regu­
lation is wise or even constitutional-de­
spite the Linehan case. It seems like a 
roundabout way to try to correct trade 
union graft and corruption and nefarious 
employer bribing by limiting access to 
waterfront employment. The politicians 
who engineered this type of law and fall­
en down for· years on the job of enforc­
ing obvious and long-neglected criminal 
statutes. Then, they created a vast bu­
reaucracy-and saddled upon the steam­
ship companies the expense of financing 
it--to cope with a problem they had not 
the courage to settle for years before. 

In any case, the legality of union con­
duct, just as individual conduct, must be 
measured by whether that conduct con­
forms with valid law. The Supreme 
Court of the United States has held that 
right-to-work laws are valid. No con­
vincing argument from partisan moral­
ists or clerygmen unversed in constitu­
tional law has been able to demonstrate 
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that such laws are constitutionally in­
valid. 

It is con tended that the North Carolina 
and Nebraska laws deny unions and their 
members equal protection of the laws and 
thus offend the equal protection clause of 
the 14th amendment. Because the out­
lawed contracts are a useful incentive to the 
growth of union membership, it is said that 
these laws weaken the bargaining power of 
unions and correspondingly strengthen the 
power of employers. This may be true. But 
there are other matters to be considered. 
The state laws also make it impossible for 
an employer to make contracts with com­
pany unions which obligate the employer to 
refuse jobs to union members. In this re­
spect the State laws protect the employment 
opportunities of members of independent 
unions. • • • This circums·tance alone, 
without regard to others that need not be 
mentioned, is sufficient to support the State 
laws against the charge that t~ey deny equal 
protection to unions as aga-mst employer 
and nonunions. 

It seems ironic that in attacking the 
right-to-work laws and in . def~nding 
compulsory unionism the labor umon at­
torneys should invoke the equal protec­
tion clause of the 14th amendment. 
Their whole case was a case for unequal 
protection. They wanted ~o make s~re 
that only · unionists of' th~1r pe~suas1on 
were protected in the plants of thlS coun­
try. They actually and furi<?US~Y argued 
that alongside of trade umonlSts non­
union members had fewer constitutional 
protections. It is hard to imagine a more 
shoddy argument. 

It is contended that these State laws de­
prive appellants of their liberty without due 
process of law in violation of the 14th amend­
ment. Appellants argue that the laws are 
specifically designed to deprive all persons 
within the two States of "liberty" • • • to 
refuse to hire or retain any person in em­
ployment because he is or is not a union 
member • • *. 

There was a period in which labor union 
members who ·wanted to get and hold jobs 
were the victi.Ips of widespread employer dis­
crimination practices. Contracts between 
employers and their employees were used by 
employers to accomplish this antiunion em­
ployment discrimination. Before hiring 
workers, employers required them to sign 
agreements stating that the workers were 
not and would not become l~bor union mem­
bers. Such antiunion practices were so ob­
noxious to workers that they gave these re­
quired agreements the name of "yellow dog 
contracts." This hostility of workers also 
prompted passage of State and Federal laws 
to ban employer discrimination against un­
ion members and to outlaw yellow dog con­
tracts. 

In this respect, the unions have come 
full circle. They opposed yellow dog 
contracts on the ground that such con­
tracts interfered with freedom of choice 
there can be no doubt that, on the aver­
age: yellow dog contracts did do just that. 
For that reason I think they constituted 
an average evil and were, therefore, 
properly banned by State statute~ But 
why were they properly banned? Be­
cause they constituted practical and 
average violations of the basic principle 
of free association. This principle traces 
to one of the objectives of the human 
person, one of his actual personal ends 
as a being created by God and endowed 
with free will. This principle is one of 
the secondary principles of the natural 

law. Only in the light of this principle 
were yellow dog contracts, on an average, 
evil. 

This is not to say that every yellow dog 
contract, any more than the closed shop, 
was per sea violation of the natural law. 
It was not. There were undoubtedly in­
stances where all of the employees who 
signed yellow dog contracts signed them 
voluntarily because they were them­
selves quite unwilling to join a labor 
union. They were exercising their own 
free choice. Maybe they were not al­
ways exercising their free choice wisely. 
But if they exercised their free choice ac­
cording to their rights and in pursuance 
of the dictates of their consciences, they 
did all that could be expected of them 
in the circumstances. Certainly it 
would be a bad theory of jurisprudence 
to suppose that every error or every ex­
ercise of badjudgment should be banned 
by law or by compulsive tactics. St. 
Thomas properly condemned the idea 
that it is the function of law to repress 
all vices. 

I do not think it is possible to argue 
that the closed shop or the union shop 
is per se evil as a violation of the right of 
free association or of the natural law. It 
is conceivable and indeed likely that in 
some instances all of the workers in a 
given plant covered by a closed shop or 
union shop .a;greemen t are thoroughly in 
favor of the . particular union and want 
no other. This, however, does not mean 
that Congress or State legislatures could 
not regard the closed · shop or the union 
shop or any other form of compulsory 
unionism as average evils and as to close 
to abuses in all of the complex and 
myriad circumstances of the labor scene 
today. 

Nor does it mean that when a legisla­
ture bans compulsory unionism it must 
do so only on the basis of a thorough 
refutation of every single argument 
against such a ban. No laws are passed 
on that basis. In many cases, such a 
thorough refutation is impossible. That 
is the precise meaning, function, and role 
of legislative authority. Legislative au­
thority is rarely necessary for the pur­
pose of persuading people that murder, 
for example, is wrong. Among right­
minded people, that is to say excluding 
fools and rogues, one does not have to 
present the arguments against murder. 
We take them as self-evident. 

All laws are means to ends~ They are 
not ends in themselves. Human beings 
are by nature fallible in the selection of 
means, as St. Thomas Aquinas frequent­
ly stated in his tractate on prudence in 
the "Summa Theologica." No legisla­
ture pretends that it is infallible in pre­
scribing its particular statute as a means 
to attain a particular end as to which 
all are virtually in agreement. No legis­
lation would be sound if it were not dedi­
cated to the establishment of some good 
end. Usually, our differences concern 
means, not ends. In a pluralist society 
like ours, we often need group action. 
We cannot hope to achieve unanimity in 
political action. For that very reason we 
need and inevitably have pluralism. We 
need the diversities that are created 
by arguments and counterarguments. 
Finally, we must make a decision based 

not on unanimity nor on the veto prin­
ciple-such as we have in the United 
Nations-but on a free choice by persons 
who have a basically common public 
philosophy. 

As Yves Simon states in his "Philos­
ophy of Democratic Government": 

Even in the smallest and most closely 
united community, unity of action cannot 
be taken for granted; it has to be caused, 
and, if it is to be steady, it has to be assured 
by a steady reuse * • * 

Now unity of action depends upon unity 
of judgment, and unity of jud~ent can be 
procured either by way of unammity or by 
way of authority; no third possibility is con­
ceivable. Either we all think that we should 
act in a certain way, or it is understood 
among us, no matter how diverse our prefer­
ences, we shall all assent to one judgment 
and follow the line of action that it pre­
scribes. Whether this judgment is uttered 
by a leading person or by the maj~rity or by 
a majority within a leading minonty makes, 
at this point, little difference. But to sub­
mit myself to a judgment which does not, 
or at least may not, express my view of what 
should be done is to obey authority. 

Now it should be clear that, in this 
sense, private organizations, like unions. 
do not have authority for those who arH 
not its members and who freely decide 
against joining them. It should. also be 
clear that no one in his right mind 
should expect all p·ersons to agree with 
labor unions or their leadership. Indeed . 
labor unions and labor leaders cannot bu 
depended on to agree with · one another. 
One leadership of the same union often 
differs from the· next leadership. 

This is not a case of science, where lack 
of unanimity on well-estabiished scien­
tific principles or applications is, in 
effect, a scandal and a sign of- incom­
petence. No one occupying the chair of 
nuclear physics in one of our major uni­
versities would be tolerated if he insisted 
that uranium 235 does not exist or that 
it has properties of beryllium. Such are 
not matters about which difference of 
opinion can be tolerated. 

But union affiliation is :Precisely a mat­
ter about which difference of opinion 
ought to be tolerated in the name of per­
·sonal and political freedom. Indeed, 
there have been some unions so Commu­
nist dominated that affiliated with them 
could properly be regarded as a violation 
of conscience. There have been others 
so dominated by racketeers and gangsters 
that affiliation with them is a rather ob­
vious dishonor. 

The nature and role of authority' in 
this connection is so important that it 
deserves further development. I say 
this because, behind the assumptions 
which labor union lawyers and others 
have marshaled against the right-to­
work laws, there is the unsound postu­
late that private groups like unions 
should have authority to decide who 
shall work in a given plant and who shall 
not. Let me quote again some pertinent 
and thought-provoking passages from 
Simon's work "The Philosophy of Dem­
ocratic Government'': 

Consider a group of persons confronted 
with the duty of united action for the com­
mon good. We assume that they are all vir­
tuous; by their virtues they are properly re­
lated to the common good as end. We assume 
also that they are all enlightened and that no 
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ignorance or allusion interferes with their 
ablllty to determine the proper means. 
Unanimity cannot be brought about (even 
in such idealistically postulated circum­
stances) by demonstration, for the proposi­
tion that such a course of action ought to be 
followed is not demonstrable (in the strictly 
necessary logicaJ. sense). Attempts at its ra­
tional esta;blishment, no matter how sound 
and helpful, will fall short of necessitating 
the assent of the minds. Let an example be 
that of a nation threatened in its freedom 
and existence by an ambitious competitor. 
A time comes when survival demands war­
readiness, and a time comes when fighting 
alone can preserve the common good. Yet it 
is never possible to demonstrate that who­
ever loves the common good must support 
a policy of war and that whoever opposes 
such a policy is wrong. Who knows? De­
cisive factoTs often are extremely unobvi­
ous. • • • The diaJlog goes on, though the 
situation imperatively demands that all 
should contribute full measure of devotion, 
with all their minds and hearts, to a 
uniquely determined policy. The question is 
whether such a disagreement can take P·lace 
among citizens .that are both good and en­
lightened. 

One thing is plain: If unanimity can be 
achieved in nonfortuitous fashion, it is not 
by way of necessitating argumentation and 
rational communication. But the· analysis 
of practical judgment, which rules out ra­
tional communication as a steady cause of 
unanimity in these matters, shows also that 
a steady cause of unandmity is found in the 
inclination of the appetite, whenever the 
means to the common good is uniquely de­
termined. If, and only if, there is only one 
means to the common good is the proposi­
tion enunciating this means the only one 
that admits of practical truth. It is the 
only one that conforms to the requirements 
of a properly disposed appetite, and a prop­
erly disposed a.ppetite cannot make any other 
proposition win assent. The community of 
the end and the unique determination of the 
means brings about a sdtuation distinguished 
by happy simplicity (pp. 26-27). 

Now obviously we do not have, with 
respect to the practical question of par­
ticular labor union affiliation, a question 
of such happy simplicity. The forego­
ing quotation reminds one of the earlier 
quotation from St. Thomas Aquinas' 
"Truth"-"De Veritate." It should be 
obvious without much reflection upon the 
real situation-as distinguished from re­
flection upon abstractions-that trade 
unions are not the one and only means 
to the common good. It should be even 
more apparent that, however necessary 
one regards trade unions, compulsory 
unionism is not the one and only means, 
the indispensable means, for the encour­
agement and growth of trade unions. 

When the means to the common good is 
uniquely determined, effective community 
supplies an essential founda.tion for unani­
mous consent; unanimity is, then, the only 
normal situation and, if anything is normal, 
authority is needed to bring about unified 
action. Unity of a.ction requires authority 
insofar as not everything is normal, insofar 
as wills are weak or perverse and intellects 
are ignorant or blinded. The function of 
authority remains substitutional. 

But when, on the other hand, there is more 
than one means of procuring the common 
good, there is no foundation whatsoever for 
unanimity. Anyone may disagree without 
there being anything wrong either with his 
intentions or with his judgment • • • (in 
such cases) • • • the common good de­
mands that a problem of united action which 
cannot be solved by way of unanimity should 

be solved by way of authority (Simon, pp. 29-
30). 

There are many ways to terrestrial 
happiness and satisfaction, to industrial 
peace and good labor relations. Trade 
unionism is only one of those ways. Even 
though it is a major way, it is not even 
an always sure way. In other words, 
there is more than one means for ap­
proaching the ever elusive common good 
in this connection. Therefore, people 
have a natural right to decide freely to 
join or not to join unions. There may.be 
a body of positive principles and ends 
which no good citizen, no man of good 
will, can deny or ignore. Unions are not 
such. Unions, I repeat, are means. 

Thus, under any rational view, the lib­
erty which is protected by the 14th 

· amendment inspirits the right-to-work 
law. If a man does not have the liberty 
to decide what private organization he 
shall join; if he can be deprived of that 
liberty by the compulsive tactics of trade 
unions alone or of trade unions and em­
ployers in combination; his freedom of 
conscience is in jeopardy. For if States. 
or _private groups can force affiliation 
with a trade union, they can force affilia­
tion with any other type of organization. 
In this context, it is laughable to refer to 
a liberty to refuse to hire or retain any 
person in employment because he is or is 
not a union member. 

In any case, the liberty of contract 
principle to which the unions referred in 
the Lincoln Federal Labor Union case 
had been rejected time and again by the 
Supreme Court of the United States be­
fore it was resorted to by the unions 
in that case. Had it not been used by 
employers to strike down laws fixing 
minimum wages, maximum hours of em­
ployment, as well as laws fixing prices 
and r~gulating business activities? 

In construing due process-

The Supreme Court has-
returned closer and closer to the earlier con­
stitutional principle that States have power 
to legislate against what are bound to be 
injurious prractices in their internal com­
mercial ·and business affairs, so long as their 
laws do not run af-oul of some specific Fed­
eral constitutional provision, or of some valid 
Federal law. • • • Under this constitu­
tional doctrine the due process clause is no 
longer to be so broadly construed that th.e 
Congress and State legislatures are put in 
a straitjacket when they attempt to sup­
press business and industrial conditions 
which they. regard as offensive to the public 
welfare. 

Appellants (the trade unions attacking the 
right-to-work laws) now ask us to return, at 
least in part, to the due process philosophy 
that has been deliberately discarded. 
Claim.ing that the Federal Constitution it­
self affords protection for union members 
against discrim.ination, they nevertheless as­
sert that the same Constitution forbids the 
State from providing the same protection for 
nonunion members. Just as we have held 
that the due process clause erects no 
obstacle to block legislative protection of 
union members, we now hold that legislative 
protection can be afforded nonunion workers. 

In this way, the Court demonstrated 
that, far from violating the equal protec­
tion of laws clause, the right-to-work 
laws recognize and assure the 14th 
amendment rights of nonunion and 
union workers. That discr1m1nat1on 

against union members is wrong is well 
established l:)y statute and judicial de­
cisions. It is also settled by sound 
morals. By analogy, it is hard to con­
ceive of reasons why discrimination 
against · nonunion workers should de­
serve better judgment. 

It also deserves emphasis that the 
right-to-work laws do not prevent an 
intolerant trade unionist from leaving 
his job simply because nonunion workers 
are employed in the plant. However 
narrow and prejudiced such conduct may 
be, it is not forbidden by any law. It is, 
nonetheless, a flagrant example of the 
kind of . intolerance that conflicts with 
civic amity or that charity which is due 
not to friends only but even enemies. If 
it is encouraged, no reason remains to 
condemn religious, racial, or national in­
tolerance. We cannot avoid this latter 
type of intolerance by fostering the 
former type. 

In his concurring opinion in the Lin­
coln Federal Labor Union case, Mr. Jus­
tice Rutledge, while agreeing that the 
right-to-work laws are constitutional, 
introduced the following caution: 

strikes have been called throughout union 
history in defense of the right of union mem­
bers not to work with nonunion men. If to­
day's decision should be construed to permit 
a State to foreclose that right by making 
1llegal the concerted. refusal of union mem­
bers to work with nonunion workers, and 
more especially if the decision should be 
taken as going so far as to permit a State 
to enjoin such a strike, I should want a com­
plete and thorough reargument of these 
cases before deciding so momentous a ques· 
tion. 

In 1953, Mr. Justice Rutledge was 
partly accommodated in what he wanted. 
The reargument of the right-to-work 
laws in a slightly different context oc­
curred in a case called Local No. 10. 
United Association of Journeymen. 
Plumbers and Steamfitters v. Graham 
(345 U.S. 192). The basic question in 
that case was "whether the Common­
wealth of Virgi.n!la, consistently with the 
Constitution of the United States, may 
enjoin peaceful picketing when it is 
carried on for purposes in conflict with 
the Virginia right-to-work statute." 
There was also the subsidiary question 
whether the record in that case justified 
the finding made below that the picket­
ing was actually for such purposes. The 
Supreme Court of the United States an­
swered both of these questions in the 
affirmative. 

Here are the facts in the case as they 
were given in the Supreme Court deci­
sion: 

It is understood that the picketing lasted 
from 8 a.m., September 25, untll stopped by 
injunction the following noon. The picket­
ing was peaceful in appearance. There was 
usually but one picket and there never were 
more than two pickets on duty at a time. 
There was no violence and no use of abusive 
language. Each picket walked up and down 
the sidewalk adjoining the project carrying 
a sign bearing substantially the lan­
guage • • • "This 1s not a union job. Rich­
mond Trades Councll" • • •. The premises 
picketed were frequented by few except the 
construction workers. The project was 1n 
its earliest stages. Before the picketing 
began, there were not more than 14 men · 
at work. Of these, three union carpenters 
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worked about 1 hour on September 25. They 
left the project when the picketing began 
and returned a few days after the picketing 
stopped. Two union ironworkers or rod­
men gave notice that picketing was to begin 
Monday, September 25, and that, therefore, 
they would not come to work. They never 
returned and the contractor was delayed 
several days while seeking to replace 
them. • • • The effect of the picketing 
was confirmatory of its purpose as found by 
the trial court. Petitioners here (the 
unions) , engaged in more than the mere 
publication of the fact that the job was 
not 100-percent union. Their picketing was 
done at such a place and in such a manner 
that, coupled with established union policies 
and traditions, it caused the union men to 
stop work and thus slow the project to a 
general standstm. 

• • • • • 
The policy of Virglnla which is expressed 

in its right-to-work statute is summarized 
as follows by its highest court: "It provides 
in substance' that neither membership nor 
nonmembership in a labor union shall be 
made a condition of employment; that a 
contract limiting employment to union 
members is against public pollcy; and that 
a person denied employment because he 1s 
either a member of a union or not a mem­
ber of a union shall have the right of action 
for damages." Finney v. Hawkins, 189 Va. 
878, 880, 54 S.E. 2d 872, 874. 

Based upon the findings of the trial court, 
we have a case in which picketing was 
undertaken and carried on with at least one 
of its substantial purposes in conflict with 
the declared policy of Virginia. 

Upon the basis of the foregoing facts, 
the unions contended that the injunction 
which was issued against . the picketing 
was inconsistent with the 14th amend­
ment of the U.S. Constitution because 
it amounted to a restriction on free 
speech-a deprivation of liberty without 
due process of law. The union argu­
ment was that. the denial of the use of 
picket lines was · the equivalent of a 
restriction of free speech. It is obvious 
to the merest neophyte, however, that 
picketing is not simply and purely free 
speech. 

Numerous cases by the Supreme Court 
of the United States have stated this. 
For that reason the Court curtly dis­
missed the contentions of the union with 
the following statement: 

On the reasoning and authority of our 
recent decisions, we reaffirm our position to 
the contrary. 

Then followed a long list of cita;tions 
of those decisions. The Court sustained 
the Virginia injunction against a union 
which sought to use peaceful picketing 
in contravention of the Virginia right­
to-work laws. 

Mr. Justice Black dissented upon the 
basis of the tenuous contention: 

Picketing 1s a form of free speech-the 
workingman's method of giving publicity to 
the facts of industrial life. AB such it is 
entitled to constitutional protection. 

He cited a case decided in 1940 which, 
in effect, held this. That case has since 
been qualified again a.nd again. Mr. Jus­
tice Black expressed difficulty in under­
standing the line of distinction between 
permissible and unlawful picketing. 
How a picket line which has for its ob­
jective to coerce an employer to do what 
a valid State law prohibits can be re­
garded as having a lawful purpose is 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 11 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess. under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, 
October 7, 1965, at 11 o'clock a.m. 

quite beyond comprehension. What the 
Graham case decided within the area of 
Federal jurisdiction has been ruled by 
courts in a number of States. For ex­
ample, in Michigan, picketing was 
threatened by a carpenters' union for 
the purpose of forcing an employer to 
discharge a nonunion carpenter. Under NOMINATIONS 
State law, the purpose of this picketing Executive nominations received by the 
was unlawful. The discharged nonunion senate October 6 (legislative day of 
carpenter was held to be entitled to october 1) , 1965: 
recover damages from the union in an CoMMISSIONER oN AGING 
action for malicious interference with William D . Bachlll, of California, to be 
his rights under an employment contract. commissioner ·on Aging. (New position.) 

In New Jersey, a court held that it had u.s. cusToMs CoURT 
jurisdiction of an action by an employee James L. Watson, of New York, to be judge 
to recover damages from a union and of the u.s. CUstoms court. 
employer because the union had forced Frederick Landis, of Indiana, to be judge 
the employer to discharge the employee of the u.s. Customs court. 
for no better reason than that the em- · IN THE NAVY 
ployee refused to contribute a gift for a Having designated, under the provisions 
union officer. of title 10, United States Code, section 5231, 

Mr. President, occurrences of this na- Rear Adm. Thomas F. Connolly, u.s. Navy, 
ture are altogether too frequent at the for commands and other duties determined 
present time. However, it is not out of by the President to be within· the contempla­
reason to presume that the frequency tion of said section, I nominate him for ap­
with which they occur will accelerate pointment to the grade of vice admiral while 
many times over should section 14(b) of so serving. 
the Taft-Hartley Act be repealed as is 
here proposed. 

I consider the matter now being de­
bated one of the most important' mat­
ters that has come before the Senate 
during the 11-years I have been a Mem­
ber. The very question of freedom of the 
individual is concerned. Are we going to 
force a man, against his will, to join a 
labor union, or any organization, to hold 
a job? 

If so, we will deny that citizen his free­
dom as guaranteed and preserved to him 
by the Constitution. Is this Congress go­
ing to deny to the legislatures of the re­
spective States the right to pass or not to 
pass right to work laws? If the pro­
posed legislation is enacted, 14 (b) goes 
out the window, and a State will not be 
allowed to prevent compulsory unionism 
even if it wishes to do so. 

It is my firm and conclusive judgment 
that the people of Louisiana, Wyoming, 
Montana, Ohio, New York, South 
Carolina, or any other State in tliis Na­
tion are better acquainted with what 
they wish to do and what is desirable for 
their own people than is the Congress, 
sitting hundreds of miles away. 

I feel that it is taking away a right of 
the States. It is another chipping away 
and a usurpation of the prerogatives re­
served to the States under the Consti­
tution. 

It is my sincere hope that Congress will 
not repeal section 14(b) of the Taft­
Hartley Act. It is also my sincere hope 
that Congress will preserve and retain 
and continue on the statute books of the 
Nation section 14(b) which permits a 
State to have a right to work law if such 
a State wishes to do so. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, OcTOBER 6, 1965 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., used this verse of Scripture before 
his prayer: I John 5: 4: This is the vic­
tory that overcometh the world, even our 
faith. 

0 Thou God of all grace, inspire us 
with indomitable courage and invincible 
faith in the ultimate victory of moral 
and spiritual forces as we face arduous 
tasks and heavy responsibilities. 

Show us how we may conquer our 
moods of discouragement and depression 
and cultivate a stronger and more dy­
namic confidence in Thy divine wisdom 
and power. 

Grant that we may never become the 
victims of cynical attitudes or feel that 
these present-day situations and condi­
tions are so hopelessly wrong that all 
efforts to change and put them right are 
useless and will end in failure. 

May our President, our Speaker, and 
the Members of Congress give clear and 
convincing witness that they have a lofty 
vision, a fine insight, and a great hope, 
that a better world is emerging for we 
have not been created for failure but 
for victory. 

Bless our President. Give him Thy 
needed grace. Share with the doctors 
and nurses Thy wisdom, enabling them 
to know what to do. We give Thee all 
the praise and the glory. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes­

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. TOMORROW terday was rea~ and approved. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi­
dent, lf there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, pursuant 
to the order previously entered, that the 
Senate stand in recess until 11 o'clock 
a.m. tomorrow. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi­

dent of the United States was communi­
cated to the House by Mr. Jones, one of 
his .secretaries. 
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